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[AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EsTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital ... oes one eee ee - £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... iol «.» £208,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 


Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


“THE COLONIAL COLLEGE AND 
TRAINING FARMS, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 








Full information from the Drrecror at above address, or from Mr. 
Goprrey Jounson, 8, Victoria-street, Westminster. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


OCIETY, LIMITED, 





FULLY SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - = £2,000,000 
PAID-UPANDONCALL - - = -« £200,000 
RESERVES - - - = = = = £180,000 
Fioeuity GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs. MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO S8OLICIIORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of X 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtaimed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
. GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licenssd Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 














LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 





aa ee 
OS i ae ae 
YEARLY BUSINESS (1901) 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - 


£ 3,900,000 

£467,000 
£ 1,663,159 
£ 13,900,000 





Jk PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorirts. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


Age | “Prem nium 
20 él 7 8°/. 


Age | Promium | Age ) Premium 
} —j)—_——__ | —____- 
30 | £116 %,| 40 | £2 10%, 


£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


a 


Duration : 


oe [ae | oe Ter) 
1,199 P73 £1,724 | £2,067 | 


= of Policy 


Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE PRESIDENT and vice-president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and Mr. Jonn Hotzams, as the senior member of the 
Council, received invitations to attend the Coronation at 
Westminster Abbey as representing the society and the solicitors’ 
profession. 





Apart FRoM its lamented cause, the indefinite postponement 
of the Coronation comes as a — to a vast number of 
persons in London; to the speculators who have expended large 
sums in the erection of stands and chartering vessels for the - 
naval review; to the insurers who, as the time of the event 
drew near, have accepted at comparatively low rates insurances 
that the King would be crowned on the 26th inst. ; and to the 
numerous persons who have purchased seats or places on 
vessels at high sums. The Coronation litigation is likely to be 
heavy. We imagine also that counsel and solicitors and litigants 
will consider that they also have to suffer loss, not owing to 
the postponement of the Coronation, but to the action, which 
appears, frum the observations made by the Master of the Rolls 
on Tuesday, to be due to the Lord Chancellor, in keeping the 
Royal Courts closed for three days, in order, we suppose, to 
celebrate the fact that there is no Coronation, and that the 
King is seriously ill. 





WE cannor but think that the action of Asch v. Frwen, tried 
before Grantuam, J., on the 19th of June, was a bold experi- 
ment in the law of landlord and tenant. Thedefendant was the 
owner of flats in Victoria-street, and the plaintiff occupied rooms 
on the second floor as tenant to the defendant. There was an 
entrance door of which all the occupiers of rooms in the build- 
ing had keys. This door was under the exclusive control of the 
landlord, and, as we understand the facts, it was for some 
time kept permanently closed, each tenant entering by 
his key or by ringing the bell. The plaintiff also paid 
a weekly sum to the defendant for the services of a hall 

rter, whose duty it was to take charge of the entrance door. 

ubsequently, the defendant let the entresol and hall to a 
solicitor, and arranged with him that the entrance door should 
be allowed to remain open between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. daily. 
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The plaintiff found one day, on returning from the City, that 
thieves had broken into his rooms and stolen a number of 
articles, and thereupon brought his action against the defend- 
ant, suggesting that the theft was the natural and reasonable 
consequence of the entrance door having been ieft open. The 
case seems to have been founded alternatively upon breach of an 
implied warranty by the landlord to keep the entrance door 
closed or upon default or neglect on his part in allowing it to 
remain open. In either case it was essential to show that the 
thieves had entered the building by the door in question, and 
this could not be done, as it appeared that there were other 
means of access to the plaintiffs’ rooms. The learned judge, 
therefore, held that there was no case to goto the jury. But even 
if the plaintiff had succeeded in shewing that the thieves had 
got in by the front door, the difficulty in the proof of a warranty 
or of negligence being the efficient cause of the theft would have 
been great. “In many collections of flats the outer door is 
habitually kept open, and if the porter occasionally allows 
a thief to enter the building, this is not necessarily a proof of 
negligence or default on the part of the porter. 





Tue First Chamber of the Civil Tribunal of the Seine has 
just given its decision in a case in which it became necessary to 
consider an interesting branch of the law. It will be 
remembered that Colonel Henry, who gave evidence against 
Captain Dreyrus in the proceedings which have become 
historical, was afterwards arrested and committed suicide. 
The Siecle, a newspaper friendly to Drryrvs, published an 
article by M. Joszrn Retnaca reflecting upon the conduct of 
Colonel Henry in his lifetime. The widow of Colonel 
Henry and his son, a minor, then took proceedings 
against M. Rernaon and also against M. Cuamsrz, the manager 
of the Siecle, claiming substantial damages. It was admitted 
that the defendants had acted in good faith and without any 
malice or ill-will with regard to the family of Colonel Henry, 
and that they had no other motive in publishing the article 
than that of vindicating the rights of Dreyrus. The court 
held that in these circumstances there was no ground 
for criminal proceedings, but that the widow and children 
of a deceased person would necessarily be prejudiced by defama- 
tory words reflecting upon his character, and that they were 
entitled to recover damages, which the court assessed at 500 
francs in the case of the widow, and the same amount in the 
case of herson. The Jaw of England does not seem to regard 
an action in such circumstances with much favour. In Rez v. 
Topham (4 T. R. 126) Lord Kenyon laid down the law as follows : 
‘: Tosay in general that the conduct of a dead person can at no time 
be canvassed, to hold that even after ages are passed the conduct 
of bad men cannot be contrasted with the good, would be to 
exclude the most useful part of history. And, therefore, it must 
be allowed that such publications may be made fairly and 
honestly. But let this be done whenever it may, whether soon 
or late after the death of the party, if it be done with a malevo- 
lent purpose to vilify the memory of the deceased and to injure 
his posterity . . then it is done with a design to break 
the peace, and then it is illegal.” The later cases of Reg. v. 
Labouchere (12 Q B. D. 320) and Reg. v. Ensor (3 Times L. R. 
306) tend to limit the right to take criminal proceedings in such 
a case, while in a case which came before the courts in India (3 
Bombay L. R. 580) it was said that no English authority could 
be found in which the family of a deceased person had recovered 
damages for a libel reflecting upon his memory. 





Tue Exzcronat Disabilities (Military Service Removal) Act, 
1900, enacts that ‘‘a person shall not be disqualified for being 
registered either as a Parliamentary or as a local government 
elector” in cases where a residential qualification is required 
“by reason only that during the whole or any part of the 
qualifying period he has been absent on actual military service 
on bebalf of the Crown,” but adds that the Act “shall 
apply only to absence during the continuance of the war in 
South Africa.” What is the exact effect of this enactment? The 
Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, s. 7, as 
read with the Representation of the People Acts, 1867 and 1884, 


——e 
tion up to the 15th of July. If the war were still continuing 
any bo Fly reservist, militiaman, voluateer, or yeoman absent 
anywhere on military service (for the Act applies to ql 
these persons, even to those absent as volun 
though not members of any volunteer force strictly 
called, and does not apply only to absence in South 
Africa) would be entitled, if on the register, to remain y 
it, just as if their inhabitant occupation had been unbroken, if 
only they had been rated and paid rates as required by section 
8 of the Representation of the Peoplé Act, 1867. The Actot 
1900, however, is expressly temporary, and came to an end (gy 
regards absence) with the end of the war by the conclusion of 
peace early in the present month. Many difficult questions of 
fact may have to be dealt with on the approaching revision, 
but we imagine that the leading principle of law is that with 
the conclusion of peace the power to form au animus revertendi 
spruog up. If the potential military voter can be shewn tp 
have signed for any further period of service in South Africa or 
elsewhere, this will be proof that the animus has not been formed, 
and registration cannot take place. If, on the other hand, the 
delay in carrying the animus into effect is merely caused by 
necessary delay in transport home, and the potential voter has 
an electoral home to go to, the claim to be registered would 
seem to be good. But it is not unlikely that further legislation 
may be necessary. 





Tue supGmeEntT of the Divisional Court (Lord Atversrong, 0.J,, 
and Darune and Cannel, JJ.) last week in Budd-Seott v, 
Daniel (Times, 20th inst.) removes a doubt as to implied 
covenants in leases which was raised by the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal in Baynes v. Lloyd (44 W. R. 328; 1895, 2 
Q. B. 610). It is well settled that there may be implied ing 
lease two covenants on the part of the lessor—namely, a covenant 
for title and a covenant for quiet enjoyment, though 
upon what words these covenants will be implied has 
been a matter of discussion. As regards the covenant 
for title—i.e., that the lessor has power to grant the 
lease which he purports to grant—it has usually been 
accepted that this will be implied only from the technical word 
“demise.” Formerly “grant” had the same effect, but since 
the Real Property Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 106), it has 
ceased, under section 4, to imply any covenant in law. Bat 
to the covenant for quiet enjoyment a more liberal construction 
has been given, and it has been allowed to be implied from any 
words whereby the relation of landlord and tenant is created: 
Bandy v. Cartwright (8 Ex. 913), Hall v. City of London Brewery 
Co, (2 B. & 8, 737). The implied covenant is wider in its scope 
that the ordinary express covenant, and it extends, not only to the 
acts of the lessor and those claiming under him, but also to the 
acts of persons claiming by title paramount. On the other 
hand, it is restricted to the duration of the estate of the lessor, 
and should this come to an end before the expiration of the 
term which he has purported to create, the covenant is gone 
also: Adams v. Gibney (6 Bing. 656). Indeed, were it other- 
wise, the covenant for quiet enjoyment would hardly in practice 
be distinguishable from a covenant for title. It was in accordance 
with this last priociple that Baynes v. Lloyd was decided. In 
that case the words of leasing were “ agree to let,’’ and there 
was no express covenant for quiet enjoyment. It was held 
that, assuming a covenant for quiet enjoyment could be implied, 
yet it had come to an end with the estate of the lessor. 





Bur THe judgment of the Court of Appeal in Baynes v. Lloyd 
(supra), though its direct effect was limited to affirming the rule 
that the implied covenant for quiet enjoyment comes to an ead 
with the estate of the lessor, threw doubt upon the more liberal 
construction which had been accorded to this covenant as com: 
pared with the covenant for title, aud suggested that a covenant 
for quiet enjoyment could only be implied from technical words 
of leasing. ‘‘The weight of authority,” said Kay, L.J., im 
delivering the judgment of the court, ‘‘is in favour of the view 
that a covenant in law is not implied from the mere relation 
of landlord and tenant, but only from certain words 

in creating the lease.” It would be beyond the scope of the 





fix the qualifying period as twelve months’ continuous occupa- 


present note to examine into the accuracy of this assertion, but, 
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ys pointed out by the Divisional Court in the present case of 
Judd-Scott v. Daniel, it does not pay sufficient regard to the 
direct decision in Bandy v. Cartwright, followed in Hall v. City of 
Imdon Brewery Co., that on a demise by parol a covenant 
for quiet enjoyment, though not a covenant for title, is 
implied from the relation of the parties. In Budd-Scott 
y. Daniel the question arose whether a covenant for quiet 
ajoyment could be implied upon a tenancy arising under the 
words “ agree to let,”’ and the Divisional Court, notwithstanding 
Baynes v. Lloyd, held that it could. The Lord Chief Justice, 
treating the matter apart from authority, considered that the 
contract of tenancy, which imports that the landlord shall give 
the tenant possession for a given time, ought to import the con- 
dition that the landlord and anyone claiming under him would 
pot dispossess the tenant, and on the cases previous to Baynes v. 
Toyd he held that the weight of authority was in favour of this 
view. It appears then that, from the mere relation of landlord and 
tenant, a covenant for quiet enjoyment to the extent indicated by 
lord ArvERSTONE arises; but it should be noticed that his 
exposition does not go the length of extending the implied 
covenant to disturbances effected by a person claiming by title 


paramount. 





Ay INTERESTING point arose during the progress of a case 
before Kexewicu, J., recently. A guardian ad litem claimed 
the right of appearing in person on behalf of the infant. The 

int was not decided, as he was persuaded to brief counsel, but 
the learned judge expressed his opinion that a next friend or 
guardian ad litem was not entitled to appear in person on behalf 
of an infant. The point is open to a good deal of argument, 
and appears never to have been definitely decided in a reported 
case. In Re Hurst (36 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 41) a next friend in 
a complicated administration action desired to argue in person, 
but he was referred to the official solicitor, who was to look into 
the matter. In that case also counsel was eventually briefed. The 
question appears to turn on the point whether a next friend or 
guardian ad litem is or is not a party to the proceedings. Such 
persons would come within the definition of “ party” in the 
Judicature Act, which includes every person served with notice 
of or attending any proceeding, but in Ingram v. Little (11 
Q. B. D. 251) it was held that such a contention could not be 


the provisions of R. 8. O. ord. 18 (1875) and ord. 31, r.1. The 
provisions of the order as to discovery were accordingly made to 
apply specifically to next friends and guardians ad litem by ord. 
81, r. 29 (1893). It would appear from ord. 16, rr. 18 and 19, 
that a guardian ad litem cannot enter an appearance 
without the intervention of a solicitor. It would seem 
clear that where the guardian ad litem is also interested 
in the case on his own behalf it would be quite improper 
for him to personally advocate both the claims of his infant 
and himself. But where a stranger is imported to fill this 
position the case is more doubtful. If he and the infant can be 
regarded as coalescing, so to speak, into one person, and thereby 
being a party to the action, there would be much to be said, in 
some cases, in favour of allowing the guardian ad litem the right 
ofaudience. But on the whole the wisdom of the learned 
judge’s opinion is apparent, as well in its relation to common 
sense as to the best interests of justice. 





A pecision of some importance with respect to the effect of 
the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, has been given by 
the Court of Appeal in Ze Sidebottom (Zimes, 21st inst.). That 
Act, as is well known, put an end to the unsatisfactory state 
of the law under which ‘impure personalty ” could not be left 
by will for charitable purposes, and it enacted in section 3 that 
“land ” in the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1888, should 
include hereditaments of any tenure, but not ‘“ money 
secured on land or other personal estate arising from 
or connected with land.” In addition to this, it was 
enacted by section 5 that “land” might be assured by will 
to or for the benefit of any charitable use, subject to the 
requirement that it should be sold within one year of the 
testator’s death—a time which may be extended by the court-- 


charity lands, and the Charity Commissioners are to see that a sale 

is effected and the proceeds may be paid to the official trustee in 

trust for the charity. Section 8 empowers the court to sanction 

the retention of the land if required for the occupation of the 

charity. In Re Sidebottom the question for decision related to 

the application of these various provisions to the case of a devise 

of real estate on trust for sale, with a direction that the proceeds 

shall be handed over to a charity. Bucxtzy, J., took the view 

that this was an assurance by will of land for the benefit of the 

charity within the meaning of section 5, sothatit wassubject tosale 

within the year, or, in default, must be sold at the instance of 

the Charity Commissioners under section 5, and this construction 
can certainly not be said to do violence to the language of 
section 5. As Romsr, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal, admitted, ‘‘land,” as defined by section 3, is 
assured by will, and under the will the charity derives a benefit. 
The Court of Appeal, however, have construed the section 
strictly, and have held that, since the charity takes no 
interest in the land directly, but only in the personal 
estate constituted by the proceeds of sale, section 5 does not 
apply, and the trustees of the will are not subject to the specific 
requirements as to sale contained in sections 5 and 6; nor, 
on the other hand, is there jurisdiction in the court to 
sanction a retention of the land under section 8. The case 
falls within the general rule applicable to trusts for 
sale, and the trustees, while they are bound to carry out the 
sale within a reasunable time, are not limited to the statutory 
period of one year. At the same time-Romer, L.J., intimated 
that a devise in trust for sale was not to be treated as a mode 
of evading the Mortmain Act, and that, in the event of any 
undue delay in proceeding with the sale, it would be open to the 
Attorney-General to take action. The decision, it may be noticed, 
is in accordance with the view taken by Kexewicu, J., two 
years ago in Re Wilkinson, a case which has been only recently 
reported (1902, 1 Ch. 841). 





Poor Law cases have not been numerous of late years, but an 
important decision was given by the House of Lords on the 
15th of May in the case of Zhe Parish Council of Rutherglen vy. 
The Parish Council of Glasgow, an appeal from the Court of 
Session in Scotland. The pauper, a married woman whose 
husband was still living, became chargeable to Rutherglen, and 
it was contended that Glasgow was the place of her last legal 
settlement. Both husband and wife were born in Glasgow 
and each had a birth settlement there, but on their marriage the 
wife’s settlement merged in that of her husband. The husband 
had for some years deserted his wife and contributed nothing 
to her support. The wife made her way to Rutherglen, and 
the question was whether she had lost her husband’s settlement 
by three years’ continuous residence in Rutherglen without 
hial relief. The question, if raised in England, would 
have admitted of little doubt, but the majority of the judges of 
the Court of Session held that ‘' it was settled now in law that the 
desertion by a husband of his wife is the death of the husband, and 
that the desertion hy the husband puts the wife in the position 
of earning a residential settlement for herself, because it enables 
her, or compels her, to earn her own living, and to earn her own 
living as if she were an unmarried woman or a widow.” This 
proposition was based upon a series of cases which are carefully 
examined by Lord Rozerrson in the opinion which he delivered 
in the House of Lords, the conclusion being that the rule. 
that ‘‘desertion is death” rests upon no reasonable or 
intelligible ground. Their lordships held, therefore, that the 
wife’s derivative settlement continued ucchanged, and that the 
decision of the Court of Session must be reversed. Lord Davey 
took occasion to observe that the adoption of the proposition 
that desertion by the husband was equivalent to his death, as a 
formula to solve all questions as to a deserted wife's settlement, 
was an illustration of the danger of elevating an epigram into a 
principle of law. 


THE QUESTION raised in Sutton v. English and Colonial Produce 
Co. (Limited) (Zimes, 6th inst.), as to the meaning of the 
common requirement that a director shall hold his qualification 
shares ‘‘in his own right” has been the subject of a good deal 








and, in default, it vests under section 6 in the official trustee of 





of discussion, Prima facie they import that he must hold the 
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shares beneficially, but this construction overlooks the fact that 
in general it is not permissible to go behind the share register 
and inquire whether shares are held by the registered holder 
Guided by this consideration, JEssEt, 
Richmond Consolidated Mining 
610) that a director 
might hold shares in his own right within the meaning of a 
qualification clause although he was trustee, and that the 
clause only excluded persons who held in a representative 
In Bainbridge v. Smith 
(87 W. R. 594, 41 Ch. D. 461) Corron, L.J., dissented from 
this view, and held that for the purpose of inquiring into the 


beneficially or in trust. 
M.R., held in Pulbrook v. 


Co. (27 W. RB. 377, 9 Oh. D. 


capacity—as, for instance, executors. 


competency of a director it was proper to go behind the register, 
and ascertain the beneficial interest in the shares standing in 
his name. 
the question, and, having regard to the time during which 
the earlier case had passed unchallenged, it seems to be 
clear that the decision of Jzsszt, M.R., is to be accepted as 
correct: see per Lord Herscuett in Cooper v. Griffin (40 W. R. 
420; 1892, 1 Q. B. 740). In the present case of Sutton v. 
English, &c, Prodwe Co, however, it has been held by 
Bucxtey, J., that for a director to hold in his own right, though 
he need not hold beneficially, yet he must, so far as the com- 
pany is concerned, be able to dispose of the shares, in other 
words, the company must be able safely to deal with him as 
owner. Hence where a director had become bankrupt, and 
the trustee in bankruptcy had given notice that he claimed the 
shares, but had postponed his decision as to whether he would 
be registered, the director had ceased to hold “in his own 
right” and, consequently, had lost his qualification. 





REcENT oases have shewn a decided tendency to free transac- 
tions of mortgage from the fetters formerly imposed upon them, 
and in particular, since Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 
2 Ch. 307), a mortgagee has not been prevented from stipulating 
for a collateral advantage in addition to payment of interest. 
There has been, however, no infringement of the doctrine 
embodied in the maxim “ Oncea mortgage, always a mortgage,” 
and the mortgagee is not at liberty to stipulate for any advantage 
which will operate as a clog on the right of redemption. Thus, 
though after the mortgage is complete he can agree to buy the 
equity of redemption, he cannot reserve to himself such an 
option in the mortgage itself. In Lisle v. Reeve (49 W. R. 188) 
Bucxizy, J., drew a somewhat subtle distinction between the 
eg antecedent and subsequent to the date when the 
egal right to redeem arises, and since before this date 
tkere is in strictness no equity to redeem, he held that 
to such period the doctrine of a clog upon the equity did 
not apply. But though in the Court of Appeal (50 W. R. 231) 
the case was decided on a different ground, this distinction was 
regarded as untenable, and it seems to be correct to say that a 
mortgagee cannot, in the mortgage, stipulate for an option of 
purchase exerciseable either before or after the time when the 
mortgage money is payable, and the right to redeem arises. 
The case of Jarrah Timber, &c., Corporation v. Samuel (Times, 
20th inst.) presents a simple application of this principle. The 
defendant had made an advance of £5,000 to the plaintiff 
company upon the security of £30,000 of its first mortgage 
debenture stock upon the terms (inter alia) that he was to have 
the option to purchase the whole or any part of the stock 
at 40 per cent. at any time within twelve months. The advance 
was to be repayable at thirty days’ notice on either side. It is 
obvious that the exercise of this right on the part of the 
defendant would have effectually prevented any redemption by 
the plaintiffs, and hence, as Kexewron, J., decided, it was an 
unlawful clog upon the equity of redemption. 








The benchers of the Inner Temple gave a grand Coronation ball on the 
20th inst. in their hall, when about 700 guests were entertained. 

In the House of Commons a few days ago Mr. H. D. Greene asked 
whether his Majesty’s Government would consider the expediency of 
introducing legislation to provide for the expenses of prosecutions of 
offences against ecclesiastical law in the same manner as the cost of 
prosecutions for other offences is provided for. Mr. Balfour answered 
that very difficult and delicate questions were raised by the proposal, and he 


But in that case it was not necessary to determine 


SALE OF BUILDING ESTATES. 
I 


Wuere land is offered for sale in lots for building it 
happens that the vendor imposes a condition that 
purchaser shall enter into covenants as to the user of the lanj— 
such, for example, that no house shall be used for any 

other than that of a private dwelling-house, and that each 
chaser shall erect and for ever maintain proper fences round his 
lot. The questions that arise as to the law relating to the, 
covenants and as to their construction are sometimes of oop. 
siderable difficulty. 


The difficulties as to the law arise from two common sour 
of confusion :— 

First.—It is sometimes forgotten that the phrase “ running 
with the land” is ambiguous; it may mean one of two thin 
(a) does the benefit of the covenant pass to the assign of th 
covenantee, and (d) does the burden of the covenant fall on th 
assign of the covenantor. These meanings must be carefully 
distinguished ; we shall speak of the benefit or the burden of the 
covenant, as the case may be, running with the land. 


Secondly.—The law relating to the benefit or burden of the 
covenants in a lease is different from the law relating to such 
covenants where the relation between the covenantor and 
covenantee is not that of tenant for years and reversioner, 

It is a rule of law that : 

The burden of a covenant cannot, except in cases arising 
between landlord and tenant, run with the land at law: Auster. 
berry v. Oldham (29 Ch. D. 300). But, on the other hand, where 
the covenant is restrictive—i.¢., not to do something on the land, 
the assign of the landowner who enters into the covenant 
taking the land with notice of the covenant, will be restrained ia 
equity from breaking it. An assign who neglects, whether by 
virtue of a contract or not, to make the usual examination of 
the title which, if made, would have given him notice of the 
covenant, is deemed to have notice ofit. The cases are collected 
in 1 K. & E. 300. 


It should also be noticed thatthe representatives of the original 
covenantor, whether the covenant is restrictive in nature or not, 
arealways liable in damages for a breach of covenant at whatever 
distance of time the breach takes place (see Walsh v. Secretary 
of State for India, 10 H. L. CO. 367); or, in other words, the 
time within which an action must be brought for a breach of 
covenant runs from the time of the breach, not from the date of 
the covenant. 


It will be observed that in practice the remedy of the coven 
antor against the owner for the time being of the land in 
respect of covenants of a restrictive nature eatered into on the sale 
of the land for building is mainly by injunction, and if reason 
able care is taken to ensura that every person claiming undet 
the covenantor should have notice of the covenant, no difficulties 
are likely to occur. 


On the other hand, where the covenant is not restrictive, 
the remedy of the covenantee is only in damages, and only 
against the covenantor and his representative, not against his 
assigns. In other words, where a breach of a covenant of this 
nature, entered into by a landowner in respect of the land, 
occurs after he has parted with the land, the new landowner is 
not liable to an action for the breach. It follows that in 
cases where the building estate is offered for sale ia 
small lots, so that it is probable that the purchasers will 
be speculative builders of small means, who purchase with 
intention of reselling as soon as they have built honses on theit 
plots, the remedy of the vendor by an action for damages is not 
of very great value, for his remedy is against the purchaser only, 
not against the land or the owner thereot for the time being. 
Various plans have been suggested for the purpose of avoiding 
this inconvenience. The most usual plan is to give to 

covenantee a power, which ought to be restricted as to 
perpetuities, to re-enter on breach of covenant, and specifically 
to perform the covenant, with a provision that the costs incurred 
in so doing should be charged on the property : see the forms 2 
Dav. Prec., pp. 477, 511, 1 K. & E. 441, 937, and the form 
at p. 937, where the power to enter is implied. It must bé, 
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er of entry without action unless the person in possession 
ofthe Jand gives permission to enter. 

As a general rule, the benefit of covenants entered into with 
a landowner passes to the successive owners of the land who 
have the same estate that the original covenantee had at the 
date of the covenant. 

The reader will now be able to understand the first difficulty 
that occurs in drafting stipulations as to building estates—viz., 
ho is to have the right of enforcing the stipulations? Is the 

urchaser of one lot to have this right against the purchaser of 
another lot, or is the right to be exercised only by the owner of 
the unsold lots? Either provision is lawful; all that is necesary 
is to express clearly what is intended. 

Perhaps the most convenient plan is to allow each purchaser 
to enforce the negative stipulations, but to allow only the owner 
of the unsold lots to enforce the positive stipulations. As it 
will be observed that if the owner of any lot obtains an injunc- 
tion for breach of a negative stipulation, it will not be necessary 
oreven proper for any other purchaser to bring any action on 
the covenant so long as the injunction is complied with. On 
the other hand, in the absence of a provision to the contrary, 
every purchaser may bring an action for breach of a positive 
stipulation, a course which might be inconvenient. 

bis course should be adopted in all cases where it is intended 
that the vendor should retain the general management of the 
estate in his hands till all the lots are sold. For it may happen 
that each purchaser enters into covenants as to making roads, 
&e., and it may be convenient, owing to some of the lots not 
being sold, to give him time for the performance of his covenant. 
Other cases occur in practice where it is for the general con- 
venience of all the purchasers that the powerof enforcing covenants 
of this nature should be in one person only. 

In the forms given in the new edition of K. & Elph. for the 
sale of building estates in small lots the scheme adopted is the 
following : The purchasers are not to be liable in damages for 
breach of their covenants to perform and observe the stipula- 
tions after they have parted with the land; the result being 
that, although every purchaser, and the assign of every pur- 
chaser taking with notice of the covenants, can be restrained by 
injunction from breaking them, it will not be possible to bring 
an action for breach of a positive covenant against a purchaser 
after he has parted with the land. But in order to enforce 











breach of covenant is inserted. As it is intended that the vendor, 
but not purchasers, of the lots is to be able to exercise this 
power, it requires some consideration as to persons to whom the 
power is to be reserved. Although, as above pointed out, it is 
not intended that the purchaser of a lot is to be able to enforce 
the performance of a positive covenant, it must be remembered 
that the vendor may convey all the unsold lots in a body, in 
which case it will be intended that the purchaser is to be able 
to exercise the power ; it is also intended that persons claiming 
under the testator’s will or on the appointment of new trustees of 
his will should be able to exercise it, but that, on the other hand, 
persons to whom a site may be conveyed without consideration 
as the site for a church or school should not be able to 
exercise it. In order to meet and satisfy these conditions the 
sa may be reserved (see 1 K. & E. 938) to ‘the vendor, his 
eirs and assigns, owner or owners for the time being of 
the estate or any part thereof.” If the form stopped here the 
purchaser of every lot would be able to exercise the power, 
therefore it continues as follows: ‘‘ Except assigns deriving title 
under an instrument by which it shall be provided that they 
shall not exercise the powers by these stipulations reserved by 
or conferred on the vendor, and except assigns deriving title 
under a conveyance on sale in which the right to exercise these 
powers shall not be expressly assigned.” In every conveyance 
to the purchaser of a lot it will be declared that the purchaser 
ge to exercise the power. In the conveyance of the unsold 
ts as an entirety no such declaration will be contained, and 
therefore the purchaser under such conveyance will be able to 

exercise the power. 
(Zo be continued.) 
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REVIEWS. 
PENAL SCIENCE. 


Recent Onsect-Lessons IN Prenat Science. WITH A BIBLIO- 
GRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION. By A. R. WHITEWAY, Barrister-at- 
Law. Swan, Sonnenschein, & Co. ! 

The study of criminology has never been very popular in this 
country, nor has England added a great deal to this branch of science. 
This little book will be found a good introduction to the subject, and 
& guide to the studies of those who wish to go deeper into it. From 
internal evidence it appears that the author, although possessing an 
ample knowledge of criminal law, and familiar at one time with our 
criminal courts, has not been a frequenter of those courts in recent 
years. He seems to think that nowadays judges habitually sentence 
prisoners without any knowledge of their past history; but the 
c ntrary is much nearer the truth, as must be well knowa to anyone 
who has lately heard the carefal inquiries made by most judges as to 
a convicted person’s career before pronouncing judgment. Never- 
theless, the book will be read with much interest and profit by all 
whose business brings them in contact with the crimical classes. 
The author has evidently carefully studied his subject and is well- 
acquainted with the works of foreign writers thereon. His chief text 
is that it is wrong in dealing with criminals to employ merely penal 
methods to the exclusion of remedial; that crime is a disease, 
and the criminal should be treated in a hospital, not a 
prison, The reformatory at Elmira in the United States, 
a “moral hospital for immoral cases,” is the author's ideal 
of a prison; and few will deny that in the case of the young 
c iminal such a system may be the means of converting many a bad 
case into a good citizen, The contirmed criminal is, however, 
different matter, and the theorists, while admitting his existenoe, give 
us very little practical guidance as to his treatment. The author 
reluctantly admits that iu his case probably perpetual internment is 
the only course to adopt. In fact, when cure 1s impossible, the only 
thing left is to protect society from the pest. While there is much in 
this book which will strike the average reader as visionary and 
impracticable, still we may learn many lessons from it, and few will 
read it without coming to the conclusion that some changes in our 
present system might be made with advantage. 





FACTORIES AND WORKSHOPS. 


Tue Law or Facrortgs AND WOoORKSHIPS AS CODIFIED AND 

AMENDED BY THE Factory AND WorksHops Act, 1901. By 

ALFRED HENRY RvuecG, KOC., and Leonarp Mossor, B.C L. 

Stevens & Sous (Limited). 

Tue Facrory Acrs. By the late ALEXANDER REDGRAVE, C.B. 
NintH Epirion. By d. 8. Scrrvenge, M.A., and C. F. Lxoyp, 
Barristers-at-Law. WiTH Statutory ORpDERSs, SPECIAL RULES, 
AND Forms REVISED by W. Pxacock, of the Home Office. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

These books deal with precisely the same subject. Both are useful 
works, although the treatment of the subject is different ia each. 
Messrs. Ruegg and Mossop’s is the more ambitious work, the text of 
the code of 1901 is set out, and the authors give, ia the form of notes 
to sections or groups of sections, summaries (amounting almost to 
treatises) of the provisions affecting the different cla-ses of trades 
and the different classes of persons employed therein. These 
summaries must have involved an immense amount of labour, and 
they are carefully done The appendices contain the statutory orders 
and regulations, and also numerous provisious of other Acts b aring 
oa the subject. 

The new edition of Mr. Redgrave’s well-known book forms s 
useful collection of the statutes and orders, the prominent place 
being, of course, given to the Act of 1901. Tne notes are short and 
concise, and the tabular analysis of the regulations of the Act 
relating to different classes of works gives a bird's-eye view of the 
whole subject. Both books are well indexed. 





Tne Facrory AND WorksHop Act, 1901: Irs GgNeRAL Erract 
AND PARLIAMENTARY HIsTORY, WITH NOTES AND OTHER 
InFoRMATION, By C. WiLLovGHBY WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law, 
and OHARLES E. Muscrave, Assistant Secretary to the London 
Chamber of Commerce. Effingham Wilson; Atan Stuart. 

This little book is rather an iuteresting contribution to the history 
of factory legislation than a text-book upon the new Act: it will 
appeal, and is designed to appeal, to the student of social and 
industrial questions rather than to lawyers. It states in clear and 
concise terms the general effect of the Act and the points as to waich 
it has altered or extended the law previously in force, and it contains 
the full text. The chapter dealiog witn tne Parliamentary history 





Vacation Judges. 


of the measure has some interest from a political point of view. 
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PUBLIC HEALTH AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


Tae Hearty OFrricer’s Pocxret-Book: A GUIDE TO SANITARY 
PracTic9E AND LAW FoR MEDICAL OFFICERS OF HEALTH, 
By Epwarp F. WILLOUGHBY, 


SaniTary Inspectors, &o, 


M.D., D.P.H. Szconp Epition. Crosby Lockwood & Son. 


This portable volume will be of undoubted service to the officers 
for whose use it is intended; the bulk of it is occupied with medical 
and scientific information which do not often come withiu a lawyer’s 
painstaking collation 
of the corresponding sections of the provincial and the metropolitan 
codes of sanitary law—the Public Health Act, 1875, and the Public 
Several of the differences between the 
The get-up of the book is 


purview. One interesting feature is the ve 


Health (London) Act, 1891. 
two are strikingly brought out. 
admirable. 





A ConcisE HANDBOOK OF PROVINCIAL LocaAL GOVERNMENT LAW 
FOR THE USE OF RATEPAYERS, COUNCILLORS, AND OFFICIALS. 
Leeds: J. & D. Robinson ; 


By C. J. F. Atxrnson, LL.B., Solicitor. 
London: Effingham Wilson. 


This is a useful little book for the purposes for which it is in- 
tended ; it must not, of course, be treated as if it were an exhaustive 
exposition of the complicated branch of the law with which it deals, 
but it will serve as an index to the subject and as a guide to the 


ordinary administration of the law. The several Jocal authorities are 


dealt with ia separate chapters, and each chapter contains a summary 


of the powers and duties of the authority, arranged under alpha- 
betical headings. The idea is a good one, and the arrangement 
renders reference to a particular subject rapid and easy; there is also 
a good index. The statements of the law are accurate, so far as 
accuracy can be attained in a work of this character, to which 
brevity is essential. 





WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION. 


THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION Acts, 1897 and 1900. By ALBERT 
Parsons and ANTON BERTRAM, Barristers-at-Law. SECOND 
EDITION. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The essential point in any book upon these Acts is that it shall 
include all the cases decided up to the date of publication. The 
present work comes up to this standard as regards English cases, and 
so far as we can ascertain, as regards Scottish cases also; the 
inclusion of the Jatter commands our hearty approval. Beyond this, 
the notes are excellent, and the same may be said of the short 
introduction in which the diverse methods of the Court of Appeal 
and of the House of Lords in dealing with the construction of the 
Act are contrasted. The books upon these Acts are perbaps too 
numerous, but Messrs, Parsons and Bertram’s is one of the best 
which we have seen. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Public Health Acts, Annotated, with Appendices containing the 
various Incorporated Statutes and Orders of the Local Government 
Board, &c. First Edition Pablic Health Act, 1875, by W. G. Lumtezy, 
Esq, LL.M., QC., Counsel to the Local Government Board, and 
EpMUND LUMLEY, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Edition. In Two 
Volumes. By ALEXANDER MAcmorRAN, M.A., one of his Majesty's 
Counsel, and 8. G. Lusuinctron, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co, 


The Law Specially Relating to Tramways and Light Railways, 
including the Tramways Act, 1870, the Light Railways Act, 1896, 
Rules and Regulations of the Board of Trade, with Notes and a full 
Collection of Precedents. By Szwarp Brice, M.A., LL D (Lond.), 
one of his Majesty’s Counsel. Second Edition. By the AUTHOR, 
and B. J. Levenson, M.A., LL.M. (Csmb.), Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Digest of Pablic Health Cases. By J. E. R. SrerpHens, Barrister- 
at-Law. The Sanitary Publishing Co. (Limited). Price 21s, net. 
The American Law Review. May-June, 1902. Editors: 


Szymovur D. Tuompson, St. Louis; LEoNARD A. Jonzs, Boston. 
Reeves & Turner. 








The St. James's Gazette says that a memorial tablet, the outcome of sub- 
sctiptions from friends of the late Lord Coleridge, has been placed in the 
sh church of Alfington, in Devonshire. It is inscribed as follows: 
‘To the glory of God, and in memory of the Right Honourable John 
Duke, first Baron Ooleridge, Lord Ohief Justice of England, P.C, F.R.S., 
D.C.L., &., for seven years member of Parliament for the city of Exeter, 
Born the 3rd of December, 1820; died the 14th of June, 1894. A wor. 
within these walls, a friend and benefactor to the church and 

parish of Alfington. The vicar, parishioners, and other friends, mindful 
of Fane angen kindness, desirous of honouring his name, have inaugurated 
a for the fabric of this church, and have placed this stone, June 
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Court of Appeal. 
CACKETT v. KESWICK. No. 2. 11th June. 


Oompany—Prosrectus—Drrecror—Promorer—SHAREHOLDER — Contain 
By Directors AND PromoTERs—Omission FROM Prospectus — FRavpvrgy 
Prospecrus—Warver CLavse—Mezasure or Damaces—OomPantzs Aq, 
1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 131), s. 38. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 50 W.R 
11). The defendant, Mr.- William Keswick, a member of the firm 
Messrs. Matheson & Co., of 3, Lombard-street, had been, since its ino. 
poration, chairman of the directors of the Panuco Oopper Oo. (Limited) 
and the two other defendants were engaged in the formation and 
motion of the company, Mr. Carlton being the vendor to the company ani 
also one of the directors. The company was incorporated on the 24th gf 
May, 1899, with a capital of £500,000 divided into shares of £1, and with 
the object of acquiring copper mines situated at Monclova in the Republic 
of Mexico. In the same month a prospectus was issued to the public 
the plaintiff alleged, by the defendants, inviting subscriptions for 333,3} 
shares, in which Mr. Keswick and Mr. Carlton were named as directon, 
and the firm of Messrs. Matheson & Co. were described as commercil 
agents to the company. The prospectus, after setting forth the object 
of the company, and extracts from reports of experts shewing th 
probability of successful working of the mine and the prospect of 
large profits, and referring to a contract of the 3rd of January, 1898, pro. 
ceeded as follows: ‘‘ The directors with other underwriters have guarantesl 
the subscription of part of the company’s capital and will receive acm 
mission from the vendor for so doing. The following contracts have been 
or will be entered into: An agreement dated the 8th of February, 18%, 
and made between the Panuco Copper Mining Oo. of the one part and 
Samuel Watkin Oarlton of the other part, under which the vendor agreed 
to purchase the mine and other property to be acquired by this company, 
An agreement also dated the 8th of February, 1899, and made between 
the same parties as the last-mentioned agreement extending the time fixed 
for the completion thereof. An agreement dated the 10th of March, 1899, 
and made batween the said Samuel Watkin Carlton of the one part and 
the said Edmund Cook Wheater of the other part, providing for the 
division of the profits of the resale to this company. An agreement 
between the said Samuel Watkin Carlton of the one part and this company 
of the other part, providing for the resale to this company at a profit, 
There may also be various trade contracts and business arrangements in 
addition to the before-mentioned agreement of the 3rd of January, 189, 
As these contracts and arrangements and the above-mentioned under. 
writing ements may constitute contracts within the meaning of section 
38 of the Companies Act, 1867, applicants for shares shall be deemed to 
waive the insertions of the dates of and names of the parties to any such 
contracts, arrangements, or agreements, and shall accept the foregoing a 
@ sufficient compliance with section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, or 
otherwise.” By the form of application for shares accompanying the 
prospectus it was provided that the applicant agreed with the company, a 
trustee for the directors and other persons liable, to waive any further 
compliance with section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, than that 
contained in such prospectus. The plaintiff, who is an architect 
residing at Newcastle-on-Tyne, on the faith of the prospectus, as he 
alleged, applied for 500 shares in the company on the 26ta of May, and 
the full nominal value in cash. ‘The company did not prove succesefal, 
and an order for compulsory winding up was made on the 4th of 
April, 1900. A dividend of 4s. a share has since been paid, but 
the plaintiff alleged that the assets would only be sufficient to 
y a small further dividend. After the winding up proceedings 
ad commenced the plaintiff discovered that on the 10th of March, 189%, 
the firm of Messrs, Saunders, Fieldiog, & Oarlton, metal workers, in which 
the defendant Carlton wus a partner, had written to Messrs. Matheson & 
Co. a letter in the following terms: ‘‘ Messrs. Matheson & Oo., 3, 
Lombard-street. March 10, 1899. Dear Sirs,—2e Panuco Copper 0o.— 
We beg to confirm the following arrangement made with you to-day— 
namely, that in consideration of your underwriting 10,000 shares in the 
above company about to be formed, you are to receive 12,000 vendor 
shares as commission therefor. You are also to be appointed commercial 
agents for the company, and the registered offices are to be located at 
your address. It is further agreed that your Mr. Keswick will go on the 
rospectus as chairman of the company. Yours faithfully, Saunders, 
Fielding, & Carlton.’ It was admitted that in pursuance of the contract 
contained in this letter Messrs. Matheson & Oo. underwrote 10,000 shares, 
were appointed commercial agents of the compony, whose registered 
offices were located at their address, and that they received 12 000 shares. 
In view of the existence of this contract, the plaintiff contended that the 
statement in the prospectus as to the contracts eagered iato was misleading 
and untrue, and alleged that had he kaown of the said contract he would 
never have applied for shares. Accordingly, he claimed a declaration that 
the prvspectus of the company must be deemed fraudulent on the pet of 
the defendants, who knowingly issued the same without specifying the 
date and names of the parties to the contract contained in the letter of the 
20th of March, 1899, and damages. Farwell, J., acquitted the defendants 
of any fraudulent intention, but held that by reason of the omission of 
the contract contained in the lettsr of the 10th of March the contract must 
be * deemed fraudulent’ within the meaning of section 38 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, He accordingly allowed the plaintiff’s claim. The defendant 





mdeccccli. He served the law; he sought the truth. He loved liberty.” 


Keswick appealed 
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Vavonan Witt1ams, L.J.—I desire to state clearly—and I am agreeing 
with Farwell, J.’s, conclusion on this point—that there is no ground 
wbatever for —— to any of the defendants any fraudulent intention 
orfraudulent scheme in omitting to mention this contract. The question 
to be decided in this case is whether or not upon the facts the itsue 
of this prospectus is an issue which section compels the court to 
treat as one which is to be “‘deemed fraudulent.” I do not pro- 
pose to read section 38 as a section in which the words are to be 
jiterally construed; if they were to be literally construed the section 
would be impossible of application at all I take, therefore, The:iger, 
LJ.’s, limitation of the word in Sullivan v. Mitcalfe (29 W. R. 181, 
50.P.D.), and I ask myself whether this contract is a contrict which 
it was material for an intending investor to know before he made his 
iovestment. I have no doubt that this contract contained in the letter 
of the 10th of March was one which ought to have been disclosed ia 

tus, and was material for an intending investor to know. I 

have no doubt but that every investor who wished to become an investor 
in this company would think it a matter of importance that he should 
know, before investing, what were the terms of an agreement under which 
Mr. Keswick agreed to go on the prospectus as chairman of the company, 
and the promoters agreed that he should be entitled to that position. But 
when we see on the face of the letter that Mr. Keswick’s firm is to receive 
in shares 120 per cent commission for underwriting, I think it is stili more 
abundantly clear that this is a letter which it was material for anyone to 
see before he determined whether he should otherwise take shares in this 
company or not, for he would not otherwise know that Messrs. Matheson 
&0o were to receive something more than their ordinary remuneration as 
commercial agents. Bat even treating this as being their remuneration for 
acting as com mercial agents for this company, itis very waterial for a would- 
beinvestor to know that Meesrs. Matheson & Co.;amember of whose firm was 
by this very agreement to become chairman of the company, were to receive 
this sum of £10,000 in vendors’ shares. Whatever the true contract that 
was created by this letter may be, I feel no doubt that this letter or con- 
tract ought to have been mentioned in the prospectus. Then with regard 
tothe waiver clause, I do not say that in every case in which an existing 
contract is not mentioned in the prospectus a waiver clause should be 
regarded as ‘‘tricky,’’ or, to use a safer expression, ‘“‘calculated to 
deceive” ; but I do think that, having regard to the nature of the present 
case, and the nature of the contract that was not mentioned, the waiver 
clause in this a is a clause which cannot be relied on as prevent- 
ing a shareholder who took his shares upon the basis of this prospectus 
from suing for damages. I agree with the observa ion of Lindley, M R., 
in Greenwood vy. Leather Shod Wheel Co. (1900 1 Ch. 421). that there is 
nothing in the enacted law, as it stands, to prevent a waiver clause from 
being enforced if it is not misleading; and that there is no power in the 
judges to legislate and to decide that a waiver clause cannot be agreed to 
80 a8 to debar persons taking shares from suing for damages. Of course 
one knows of cases in which a man cannot contract himself out of the 
statute ; but no one says that section 38 has this effect. I think that the 
decision of Farwell, J., was right, and that this appeal must be dismissed. 

Romer, L.J.—-I agree. J cannot doubt that this contract made by Mr. 
ht to have been men- 
tioned in the prospectue, and that the omission to do so requires this court 
to say that the prospectus must be ‘deemed fraudulent.’’ But apart 
from section 38, I wish to say that, in common fairness, such a prospectus 
as this ought to mention such a contract as is in question here. An 
intending investor ought in fairness to be informed of the existence of 
such a contract, and, in my opinion, section 38 works no injustice what- 
ever, With regard to the waiver clause, it dit not give fair and sufficient 
notice to the intending investor of the existence of this contract, and under 
the circumstances of this case it 1s not open to Mr. Keswick to say that the 
waiver clause has the meaning he contends for. The appeal must be 


Srmunc, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsgi, Rufus 
Isaaes, K.C., and Muir Mackenzie ; Upjohn, K O., and Martelli. Soxtcrrors, 
Stephenson, Harwood, § Co. ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., tor Clayton ¢ Gibson, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrativa, Esq., Barriater-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ON THE RELATION OF THE WARWICK. 
SHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL v. THE OXFORD CANAL NAVIGATION 
Kekewich, J. 4th June. 


Hicnway—Buinczk over Oanat—Arrroacnes—Rerarr or Fences 710 
Arpxoacnes—Liasitity To REPAIR—OxFORD OANAL Act, 1829 (10 Gxo. 4, 
©. xLviu1.), 8. 26. 


This was an action to decide whether the county council or the canal 
company were the persons liable to mpd the raised approaches or 
ascents to a certain bridge over the Oxford Canal, The facts were chortly 
88 follows: The defendants were the proprietors of the Oxford Canal 
Navigation and in pursuance of the powers conferred on them by certain 
statutes of Geo. 3, which have since been repealed, they cut through a 
ue highway known as the Coventry and Stoney Stanton main road, at 

oleshill, in the c vunty of Warwick, and carried the road over the canal by 
means of bridge called Tassess Canal Bridge, which consisted of a span or 
arch and wing walls, ramparts, fences, side banks, and inclined embank- 
ments approaching the span or arch of the bridge. It was admitted that 
the fences of the side banks and inclined embankments approaching the 

ge were in a bad state of repair and rendered the road and bridge 
gerous to the public, and the question was who was liable to sepele 





(Vol. 46.] 601 
these fences. By 10 Geo. 4, c. xlviii., which —— the Acts of Geo. 
3 above referred to, and by section 3 re-established the Oxford Canal as 
a company under the title of the Proprietors of the Uxford Oanal, it was 
provided by section 24 that a good and sufficient fence should be made by 
the defendants on each side of any bridge carrying a carriage-road over the 
canal, which fence should not be less than four feet above the surface of the 
bridge. It was further provided by section 26 that the defendants should not 
be liable to repair or mend any part of the road approaching to any bridge or 
bridges made or to be made over the canal after such roads should have 
been first made aud used for one year, and then put into good and 
sufficient repair by the defendants beyond or further than the extremity 
of the wing walls of any such bridge or bridg-s, but that nothing 
therein contained should be coustrued to exonerate the defendants from 
the future repairs of all such bridges and of the wing walls, ramparts, 
and side banks thereof. The county council contenced that upoa the 
true construction of the above sections the defendants were liable to repair 
and maintain at all times the fences of the side banks and inclined embank- 
ments approaching the span or arch of the bridge, and they asked for a 
declaration to this effect and for a mandatory injunction to compel the 
defendants to repair the same and to abate the nuisance. For the defend- 
ants it was argued that there was a distinction between the approach or 
ascent to a bridge and the bridge itself, and that the company were only 
liable to repa.r the bridge itself, and the wiog walls and side walls, and 
that section 26 of the statute 10 Geo. 4, c. xlviii , specially exonerated the 
company from repairing anything else. 

Kexewicn, J., said that if the question for deci-ion depended upon the 
Act 9 Geo. 3, c. 70, and particularly section 59 of that Act, it would 
be his duty to give judgment for the plaintiffs. That section provided for 
the erection by the Proprietors of the Uxford Canal Navigatioa of bridges 
over their canal, and concluded as follows: ‘* All such bridges so to be 
made shall from time to time be supported, maintained, aud kept in 
sufficient repair by the said company of proprietors, their successors and 
assigns’ There was nothing in that Act to define what was a bridge, and 
he thought that common sense pointed to the conclusion that where the 
Legislature gave one no guide as to the meaning of a word, a bridge 
included not only the actual footway and the walls, but also the nece-sary 
approaches, and that was clrarly the opinion of the judges in Nottingham 
County Council v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. (71 &. T. 
430). But the Legislature had itself said that that was no 1 ngerto be the 
construction of that section. Doubts had arisen as to the liability of the 
proprietors to repair the approaches to bridges over the canal, and 
accordingly section 59 of the Act of Geo. 3 was repealed, and a new 
enactment (48 Geo. 3, c. 3, s. 10) was passed to settle tho:e doubts, 
That section was repealed by 10 Geo. 4, c. xlviii, but was re-enacted by 
section 26 of the same Act. His lordship then read section 26, above set out, 
and said that that section clearly included the subject-matter of the present 
action, because the road in question had been made for more than a year 
and tnere was no suggestion that at the end of the year it was not put into 
good repair by the detend«nts. [t was impossible in construing that section 
to say that a bridge included the approach to it. For if the decision in 
Nottingham County Councit v Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway 
Co. (ubi supra) were applied—vamely, that a bridge included the approach to 
the bridge, section 26 would be absurd. the Legisiature in that section 
disti: guished between an approach to a bridge and the bridge itself. It 
was argued that if such were the true construction of the Act, no one was 
liable to repair the approach to this bridge, but he did not doubt that 
tnose upon whom was cast the duty of repairing the road were liable also 
to put up proper fences to the approaches to this bridge. He was not, 
however, concerned with that question. All that he nad to decide was 
whether the defendants were liable to put the fences into repair, and the 
Act of Parliament said they were not liable. He was therefore bound to 
decide in favour of the defendants, and jedgment was given for the 
defendants with costs.—Counset, Maemorran, K.C , and P. Bagnali Bvans ; 
Warrington, K.C., and J. H. Etherington Smith. Soxrtcrrors, Field, Roscoe, 
Field, Frances, Emery, § Roscoe, for A. 8. Field, Leamington ; 7. 4. Jones, 
tor Stockton ¢ Sons, Banbury. 

(Reported by C, B. Cama, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re BANKES, REYNOLDS v. ELLIS. Buckley, J. 12th June, 


MarriaGe SerrteMeNnt—Covenant BY Wire To Ssrris AFTeR-ACQUIRED 
Property—LeGacy To BE Parp To Her Wrrsovr Power or AnTictpa- 
TION—SEPARATION BY Decree or Foreign Court —Conruior or Laws— 
Oonstrvction or SETTLEMENT—Law TO BE APPLIED. 


The question raised by this action was as to whether two legacies of 
£500 and £1,000 bequeathed to a woman were subject to a covenant to 
settle after-acquired property contained in her marriage settlement. The 
settlement, which was in the ordinary English form, was dated the 28th of 
March, 1878, and was executed in consideration of the then intended 
marriage of Angelo Faveroni, who was an officer in the Italian army, with 
Kate Anderton, whe had an English domicil. It was executed by both 
parties in Italy, but not with the formalities prescrid by Italian 
law. The settlement contained the usual trusts in favour of husband and 
wife and their issue, and an ultimate limitation in favour of the next-of- 
kin of the wife according to the statute; it also contained a covenant in 
the common form by the wife to settle after-acquired property. The 
marriage was celebrated in Italy, and the parties hved togetner in Italy 
until 1898, when they were } separated by the decree of an [talian 
court. Under the will, d the.17th of February, 1877, of Meyrick 
Bankes, who died on the 16th of June, 1881, Kate Faveroni became 
entitled to a legacy of £500. The will contained a declaration that the 
£500 should, durimg any coverture, be paid to her for her sole and separate 
“use when and as it should become due and payab'e and without power of 





anticipation on her part. Under the will, dated the 8th of November, 
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1892, of Eleanor Bankes, who died on the 25th of January, 1899, she became 
entitled to a legacy of £1,000. It appeared from the evidence that, in 
Italy, marriage does not affect the property rights of the wife, and that 
the decree of separation had no effect othar than to allow the nr 
to live apart. It also appeared that the settlement was invalid 
according to the Italian law, not only on account of the neglect of certain 
formalities in its execution, but also because it violated the Italian 
law of succession, and because the Italian law does not recognize trusts. 
On behalf of the wife it wes first contended that, even if Eoglish law 
applied, the covenant to settle after-acquired properiy was bad. As to the 
£500 legacy, it was urged, on the authority of Re Currey (32 Ch. D. 361), that 
@ restraint on anticipation was equivalent to a restraint on aliena’ion, and 
that a feme sole cannot, accordingly, covenant that. if she shall during 
coverture become entitled to property as to which che is restrained from 
anticipation, she wiil assign it free from the restraint. As to the £1,000 
legacy, to which the wife did not become entitled until after the separation, 
it was said that the doctrine laid down in Davenport v. Marshall (1902, 1 Ch. 
82) applied, and that as inasmuch as the object of the covenant was to 
exclude the husband, and that since by the Italian law the husband was 
already excluded, the covenant wasin-perative. On behalf of the husband, 
it was contended, on the authority of Re Bown (27 Cn. D. 411), Re Holmes 
(67 L. T. 335), and Re Wood (61 u. T 197, that where a sum of money is 
directed to be paid to a married woman, che is entitled to be paid the 
corpus of that sum, in spite of a restraint on anticipation ; consequently 
the wife could effectually covenant to setile the £500 legacy. As to the 
£1,000 legacy it was said that the doctrine of Davenport v. Marshall is only 
applicable in the case of a separation by the decree of au English court. 


Buck ty, J., in giving judgment, read the terms of the bequest of the £500 
legacy, and continued : Now, upon words such as those, the Court of Appeal 
has held in Re Bown and Re Holmes that, when the time comes at which the 
legacy or benefit is payable or transferable, the married woman, whether 
uoder coverture or not, is entitled to payment or transfer of the fund, not- 
withstanding the words that she shall not have power to anticipate. As a 
matter of construction of a clauce such as this, directing payment at a 
date, and then saying that she should not have power to anticipate pay- 
ment thereof, that means by way of anticipation before the date of pay- 
ment, and the restraint is only operative up to that date, and after pay- 
ment it becomes inoperative Then it is said that in Re Currey Chitty, J., 
following previous decisions, held that a restraint on anticipation is 
equivalent to a restraint on alienation, and that, therefore, when there is 
an effectual restraint on anticipation, the person so restrained cannot 
alienate. In 1878 the lady was not entitled to the property, but she 
covenanted that if she became entitled to money she would settle it. 
Under the instrument of 1881 she became entitled to money, as t> which 
there was a restraint on anticipation until the date of payment, but not 
afterwards. At that time she could have taken and spent the money. 
Why, then, could she not previously settle it and covenant to pay it at that 
time? Re Currey does not apply to a clause like this. Under the operation 
of the gift the married woman becomes entitled to money, so that there 
is no longer a restraint on anticipation or alienation. and I do not know 
why it is not bound by a covenantof this kind. Now, the other property 
was that to which she derived title under her mother’s wil. It wasa 
legacy of £1,000, and there was no restraint as to this As to thie, another 
argument is raised. There wasin March, 1893, a decree of separation 
pronounced by an Italian court. It is taid that the covenant to settle 
after acquired property became, as from that date, a dead thing, because 
the coverture was over, and that Davenport v. Marshall is applicable. I 
think that case does not apply, because the ground there was that, as from 
the decree of judicial separaticn of the Divorce Court here, a section of the 
Matrimonial Causes «ct enacts that the wife shall be considered as a feme 
sole with respect to property of every description which she may acquire or 
which may come to or devolve on her. And in Davenport v. Marshall I 
thought that the covenant was only intended to apply so long as that 
state of things did not exist. Now, the evidence as to the Italian law is 
that a marriage and a separation order have no effect on the rights of the 
wife in respect of her property at all. Tne property remains her’s. 
therefore think that the coveuant to settle after-acquired property applies 
to the legacy of £1,000 also. 

The question was then argued as to whether the settlement was to be 
construed according to English or Italian law.* The following 
authorities were cited: Van Grutten v. Digby (31 Beav. 561), Hamlyn v. 
Talisker Distillery (1894, A. O. 202), South African Breweries v. King (1900, 
1 Ch. 273), Re Mégret (1901, 1 Uh. 547), Re Barnard (56 L. T. 9), Viditz v. 
O Hagan (1900, 2 Uh. 87), and Co. Litt. 42a. 

Bucxzzy, J., stated the facts, and continued: On thote facts I ought to 
arrive at tie conclusion that the parties intended t> contract according to 
Eoglich law. ‘The general proposition as laid down in Dicey (Conflict of 
Laws, rule 172 (1) ) is that ‘*a marriage contract or settlement will, in the 
absence of reason to the contrary, be construed with reference to the law 
of the matrimonial domicil.”” Is there reason to the contrary? I think 
there is, and that English and not Italian law is to be applied. Then, 
further, according to the English law which 1s to be applied, the lady 
covenanted 0 to dispose of her ‘after-acquired property as that it should 
come within the settlement It is argued, on the principle of Vidite v. 
O’ Hagan, that the covenant cannot be complied with because the [talian 
law precludes her from doing eo But in Viditz v. O’ Hagan the lady was 
an infant who had executed a settlement which was nothing. Here the 
settlement was something in its origin, and, treating Koglish law as 
applicable, she could bind her after-a quired propercy ; and although it 
was in the form of a covenant, it takes effect as an assignment, and, I 
think, is to be governed by English law.—Uounset, Buckmaster, K.C , and 
S. B.L. Druce; 0. L. Clare; Astbury, K.0., and 7. T. Me:hold; W. Terrell, 
K.0., and P. 8. Stokes. 





Soxicitons, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, tor 4. 8. | 








Reynolds, Liverpool ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Peace § Ellis, Wig, 
W. H. Winterbotham ; Crosse § Sons. 
[Reported by H, L. Oamiston, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law ] 


PRYCE-JONES v. WILLIAMS, Joyce, J. 28th May and 13th Jung, 


Venpor AND PurcuaseR—LeasenoLtps—OConpitions or SaLe—Tine yp 
Deutvery oF Requisitions—Requisit1ion Mave Ovr or Time — Iuperpge 
Axsrract —OvrstanpiInc Lecat Estare—Cosrs 


This was a vendor’s cummons asking (amongst other things) that one 
Roscoe, who by an order dated the 9th of October, 1901, had been declare 
the purchaser of c:rtain estates directed to be sold by a judgment in the 
above action dated the 19th of January, 1901, migbt be ordered to pay inty 
court to the credit of the action the cum of £2,790, being the balang 
of his purchase-money after deducting a deposit of £310 paid by him, 
and also interest on such sum; and alternatively that the vendon 
might be at liberty to rescind the contract confirmed by th 
order of the 9th of October, 1901, and to hold the deposit forfeited, 
There was also a cross-summon’ by the purchaser asking for rescission of 
the contract and consequential relief. The property contracted to be sold, 
being lots 2 and 3 in the particulars and conditions of sale, consisted, as to 
lot 2, of eighteen leasehold cotteges, stated in the particulars to be “held 
On lease’’ for a term of sixty years from Lady-day, 1876, and as to loté, 
of a leasehold property, comprising a manager’s residence adjoining th 
Van Lead Mines at Llanidloes, also stated in the particulars to be “ held 
on lease” for sixty years from Lady-day, 1874, and the sale was to b 
subject to the particu'ars and conditions, ‘‘so far as the same are applic. 
able to a sale by private c ntract.”” The conditional contract, alter wards 
confirmed by the court, was dated the 30th of September, 1901, and 
condition 6 was (so far as material) as follows: ‘‘ Each purchaser, is with. 
in fourteen days atter the actual delivery of the abstract to deliver . .. 
a statement in writing of his objections and requisitions (if apy) 
to or on the title as deduced by such absiract, and upon the 
expiration of such last-mentioned time, aud in this respect time 
is to be deemed of the essence of the contract, the title is to be con- 
sidered as approvei of and accepted by euci purchaser, subject 
only to such objections and requisitions, if any.’’ It appeared from the 
abstract that the lease in question had been originally granted 
to the Van Mining Oo. (Limited), a company incorporated in 
1869; that such company was in 1884 dissolved, and its property 
s»ld to another company of the same name registered in 1884: that this 
latter company was also dissolved in 1891 and its property sold to the Van 
Mining Co. (Limited) registered in 1891, through whom the vendors made 
title. The purchaser elicited the fact that no legal as ignment of the 
leases was ever made either by the 1869 company or by the 1884 company, 
and the legal estate was still outs'anding. ‘The purchaser's requisition 
upon the point was admittedly out of time as prescribed by conaition 6. 
I¢ was contended on behalf of the purchaser that the condition as to time 
could not bind him in this case since his objection went to the root of title 
inasmuch as the abctract was imperfect and shewed no titl: to that which 
the vendors had agreed to sell - viz., leaseholds with a legal title, and in 
support of this contention Want v. Stallibrass (8 Exch. 175) and Re Tan- 
queray-Witlaume and Landau (20 Ch. D. 466) were relied on. For the 
vendor it was argued that in effect the purchaser obtained a perfect title 
since he acquired the entire equitable and beneficial interest in the 
property, and that his objection was not so radical as to exempt him from 
being bound by the provisions of condition 6. The vendor also undertook 
to obtain the lessor’s written consent to the assigament to the purchaser. 

Joyce, J (after stating the facts and condition 6 as above set forth), held 
that there was nothing in tle purchaser’s objection which so went to the 
root of the title as to release him from :ondition 6, and that he was bound 
thereby ; as to the abstract not being perfect, it was the most perfect 
abstract in the vendor’s possession; the purchaser would get a perfect 
equitable title, together with the consent of the lessor to the assigoment, 
and could get in the legal estate, which no doubt was outstanding iu the 
Crown as bona vacantia ; the vendors would have their ord: r, but at the same 
time, having regard to the defect, they ought to have provided against it by 
special condition, and each party would therefore pay their own costs 
The purchaser’s summons would be dismissed, but without costs.— 
CounseL, R J. Parker; A. Dunham. Soutcrrors, Busk, Mellor, § %.} 
Vallance, Birkbeck, § Co 


(Reported by Auan C. Neszitt, Esq., Barcister-at-Lav,) 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of JAMES HAMBLY (PRESUMED DECEASED). Jeune, P. 
23rd June. 


Prosate—Leave to Swear Dears. 


This was a motion for leave to swear the death of James Hambly 
under the following circumstances: Oaptain Hamoly was masier of the 
thip Anapira, and on the 30th of January, 1902, he sailed in command 
of her from Ardrossan, bound for Exeter She was diopped by her tug om 
clearing Ardroesan harbour, and had never since been heard ot, and it was 
believed that she had foundered with all hands. On the 9th of April, 
1902, she was posted at Lloyd’s as missing, and the underwriters had paid 
as upon a total loss Osptain Hambly was a bacvelor and was insured ia 
various assurance offices. ‘The application was made on behalf of Captain 
Hambly’s mother. 

Jeune, P., gave leave to swear the death on or since t'.e 30th of January, 
1902.—Counsat, F. 0. Robinson. Soxscrrons, R. Smith, for Reynolds For, 
Plymouth. 

[Reported by Gwrxxx Hawt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
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In the Goods of GEORGE PARROTT (PRESUMED DECEASED). 


This was also a motion for leave to swear death. Mr. George Parrott 
was second engineer of the steamship Stockport, the death of whose 
captain was sworn last week, Morivian (Presumed Deceased) (46 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovanat, 587). It willbe remembered that the steamship Stockport eailed 
from Odesea, bound for Hamburg, on the 16thof February. 1902. She 

through the Dardanelles on the 19h of February, and though the 

yessel herself had not been heard of, one of her boats had now been picked 

w off Malta with a body awash in it. Boisterous weather had been 

gin those latitudes at that time and it was practica'ly certain the 
yesse! had foundered. 

Jsunz, P., gave leave to swear the death of Mr. Parrott as having 
occurred on or since the 19th of February, 1902.—Counsr1, Barnard. 
Souicrrors, Rollit § Son. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Eeq., Barriste:-:t-Law.] 


In the Goods of JOHN WARE PEACOCK (PRESUMED DECEASED). 


This was a similar motion. Mr. Peacock was master of the steam 
trawler Kellie Castle, registered at the port of East London, South Afric:, 
butowned in London. Wn the Ist of February she railed from Leith for 
Fast Jondon va Las Pulmas, and a letter had been received from Mr. 
Peacock written on b ard, but since sailing nothing bad been heard of the 
ship, and on the 9th of April she had been posted at Lloyd’s as missing. 
Qsptain Peacock had execut«d a will on the 20th of April, 1871, and his 
widow, wlo was the executrix appoiuted thereunder, was the applicant in 
this motion. 

Jevye P.—Although it may not be an invariable rule, it certainly is the 

ice of this court to require these motions to be supported by 
affidavits of two members of the family deposing to their bel'ef in the 
death. If there are two members of the family who can de to the 
facts they should always do so. ‘The amount of the estate should also 
be sworn and whether or not the presumed deceased was insured and 
where. Moreover, notice of the motion should be given to the insurance 
companies. Subject to a further affidavit, leave to swear the death is given 
as having occurred on or since the lst of February, 1902.—CovunsEL, Newson. 
Soricitors, Spencer, Chapman, ¢ Co., for Moy, Evans, § Thomas, Swaneea. 
: [Reported by Gwynxe Hart, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 










Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re ROBERTSON. Mr. Registrar Linklater. 17th June. 


Bayxevprcy—DiscHarGE—LEavE To WirHpraAw APpPLicATION FoR Dis- 
—. or Courtr—Banxkaurrcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. 
¢. 71), 8. 8. 

In this care the bankrupt had applied for his discharge, the report of 
the official receiver upon such application had been prepared, and notice 
of the application had been given to the creditors. ‘The case came on for 
‘hearing on the 17th of June. Counsel for the bankrupt applied for leave 
towithdraw the application for discharge, and cited Re Walls, Ex parte 
The Board of Trade (39 W. R. 453, 8 Morr. 110). The official receiver 
(Mr. K. 8. Grey) appeared to oppose the discharge, and stated in answer 
to the registrar that he had no witnesses whom he desired to call, as his 
teport was based on the debtor's own statements, and the only witness 
who might formerly have been called was dead. He submitted that the 
registrar had discretion as to whether he would allow the application to 
be withdrawn. 

Mr. Registrar Livktater.—I am clearly of opinion that I have discre- 
tion to grant or refuse this application. Lord Ooleriige, in his judgment 
in Re Wallis, stated that the court may decide either way. In my opinion 
the court may properly decline to allow the withdrawal of an application 
for discharge in cases where witnesses are brought forward by the official 
receiver in opposition to the discharge, and the opposition would probably 
be prejudiced if the application were withdrawn and renewed after tbe 
lapse of some years, but I think that leave to withdraw an application for 
discharge should be refused in that class of case only; and as in the 
present case the official receiver has no witnesses to call, the application 
may be withdrawn on the usual terms as to costs, —CounsgL, P. M. Francke 
BoLicrrons, Ashurst, Morris, ¢ Crisp 


[Reported by P. M. Franoxr, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law.} 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 


Oxper uF Court. 
; Monday, the 16th day of June, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
tain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


y 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr, Justice Joyce (1902—J.—No. 418). 

In the Matter of The Johnston Foreign Patents Oo. (Limited), The 
Jobuston Die Press Co, (Limited), and The Johnstonia Engraving Oo. 
(Limited) The J. P. 'Iyust (Limited) and another v. The Jobuston 
Foreign Patents Co. (Limited), ‘the Jobnston Die Press Oo. (Limited), 


LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. H. L. Cancettor, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister for the Western Circuit 

Mr. ©. J. B. Hurst, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Assistant 
Legal Adviser to the Foreign Office. Mr. Hurst was called to the bar in 
1893. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Konrap Apam Sreuiine, deceased.—The deceased died at 8, Warwick- 
gardens, Kensington, on the 19th of February, 1902, and his Will, 
dated the 19th of May, 1893, is missing. Any person giving infor. 
mation lead ng to the discovery of the same be rewarded on 
applying to Messrs Freshfield, New Bank-buildings, 31, Old Jewry, 
London, E.C.—18th June, 1902. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTion,. 


Cuartes Witt1am Roperts and Henry Asnwett Oapman, solicitors 
(Geo. Furniss, Roberts, & Uo.), Brighouse Junel0. The said Charles 
William Roberts will continue to practise at Brighouse aforesaid under the 
style or firm of Geo Furniss, Roberts, & Co., and the said Henry Ashwell 
Oadman will continue to practice at Cleckheaton and Gomersal, bth under 
the style or firm of Cadman & Cadman. (Gazette, June 20. 


GENERAL. 


The Lord Ohief Justice will leave London for the Northern Circuit 
Assizes on Saturday next, and he is not expected to return before the 
Long Vacation. 

On Monday the Royal Assent was given by commission to the Loans 
Bill and the Agriculture and Technical Instraction (Ireland) Bil!, and a 
number of private Bills. 


The annual report of the deputy keeper of the public records for 1901 
has just been issued. The applications for the production of records 
amounted to 26,230 in the legal search-room and 26,579 in the literary 
search-room. The value of stamps purchased by the public and cancelled 
in the legal research-room was £633 14s The number of applications and 
searches from Government offices was 747 and of issues and inspections 
4 282, while the number of special permits to private individuals was 
16,291. A strip of ground between the garden of Clifford's-inn and the 
Public Record Office has been acquired from the proprietors of the late 
Serjeant’s-inn. 

On Friday in last week there came before Mr. Justice Farwell a motion 
for a writ of attachment against Mr. Robert Harding Milward, solicitor, of 
London and Birmingham, on behalf of the trustees of the will of the Rev. 
George Edwards, who ditd some years ago. Mr. Milward, says the 7imes, 
was employed by the trustees to wind up the estate, and in August, 1901, 
there was a balance against him of £35,881. Applications were made by 
the trustees for payment of that amount to them, but without effect, and 
on the 3rd of June Mr. Justice Farwell made an order for the payment of 
the money on or before the 11th of June, or subsequent thereto, within 
four days after service of the order. The money had not been paid, and 
the trustees now moved fora writ of attachment. Mr. Justice Farwell 
made the usualorder. On Saturday last Mr. Milward, says the Birmingham 
Daily Post, on returning home from his office, was suddenly taken ill, and 
became unconscious, in which condition he remained until eight o’clock in 
the evening, when he partially recovered. 


The opening of part of Borstal Prison as a reformatory for lads between 
the ages of sixteen and twenty-one, which will take place shortly, 
marks, says the St. James's Gazette, a noticeable modification of the 
traditional method of dealing with youthful criminals. Until lately every 
lad convicted who was over the of sixteen was regarded as an adult 
and was subject solely to “ prison ’’ and not to “reformatory " treatment, 
a practice which in the opinion of — persons capable of ju g tended 
often to make a permanent criminal of a lad who might have a made 
into a dec:nt member of the community. Utterance to this view was given 
by the Prisons Committee of 1895, which recommended a substantial 
extension of the age at which ‘‘ reformatory”’ treatment ceased, and the 
Prisons Oommission formed at Bedford Prison a special class of young 
criminals above sixteen. The experiment was closely watched, and the 
new undertaking at Borstal is an outcome of it to which success will b» 
wished by all who are interested in social reform. 


At the Southwark police-court, on the 18th inst., Thomas Henry 
Bradley, oilman, of Drummond-road, Bermondsey, was summoned by the 
Incorporated Law Society for pretending to be a solicitor. He pleaded 
guilty. Mr. Humphreys, who ap tor the Incorporated Law Society, 
said the pretence was contained in a letter which the defendant wrote to 
a Mr. Steel in these circumstances. Mr. Steel left a clock with Mr. Gillis 
for repair, but failed to pay for it. Eventually he received a letter from 
T. H. Bradley stating that unless the amount was paid by the following 
Monday he would be compelled, without any further ae &, to take the 
usual proceedings. Mr. Steel concluded that the defendant was a 
solicitor. Mr. Chapman: There was no demand for costs? Mr. 
Humphrey: No. We do not always ask for costs. eee oy, he said 
that efendant had his regret for having sent the letter. It 





and The Johnstonia Kngraving Oo. (Limited). Hassvry, OC. 


was written on behalf Mr. Gillis, who was a cripple, carrying on 
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business at 44, Jamaica-road. These cases did a great deal of harm, and 
the Incorporated Law Society felt bound to take them before a magis- 
trate. The defendant said he acted in perfect ignorance. Mr. Chapman: 
You have rather a technical manner of expressing yourself. The defendant 
was ordered to pay 10s. fine and 10s costs. 


Every day, aays the Central Law Journal, adds constantly increasing 
testimony to the fact that in the cities the liberties of the people are being 
rapidly curtailed. In regard to nuisances, the rule has been and is to-day 
oa setiled that the authority to prevent and abate nuisances conferred 
upon a municipality does not permit it to declare that a nuisance 
which is not so in fact. The difficulty, however, lies in the fact that 
the courts hesitate to disturb the discretion of municipal assemblies 
in branding certain things as nuisances: Many kinds of business, 
for instance, might easily be considered a nuisance in a large 
city which would be perfectly legitimate in more rural districts. 
On this principle the court rested its decision in the recent case 
of Ez parte Foote (65 8. W. Rep. 706), in which the Supreme 
Court of Arkansas held that under a statute which invests municipal 
corporations with power to prevent annoyance within their limits, to abate 
nuisances, and to enact ordinances to carry into effect such power, and 
** to improve the morals, order, comfort, and convenience of their inhabi- 
tants,” a town may enact an ordinance prohibiting the keeping of a 
jackass within its limits in hearing distance of its populace, and declaring 
such keeping to be a nuisance. The court says: ‘‘ Asa rule, a jackass is 
kept for one purpose only, and that is propagation of his own species and 
mules. He has a loud, discordant bray, and, as counsel say, frequently 
‘makes himself heard regardless of hearers, occasions, or solemnities.’ 
He is not a desirable neighbour. The purpose for which he is kept, his 
frequent and discordant brays, and the associations connected with him, 
bring the keepiug of him in a populous city or town within the legal 
notion of a nuisance.”’ 


At the Worcester Assizes, before Mr. Justice Wright, Frederick 
Corbett, solicitor, of Worcester, was charged with misappropriation 
of trust money. The indictments were for fraudulently converting to 
his own use £320 received from Arthur Teal Kirk; £2,535 belonging to 
the trustees of the late Major de Trafford (Thomas Vincent Acton and 
Middleton Henry Dand) ; £1,440 received on account of Richard James 
and Caleb Hicks, as trustees of the late Samuel James ; and £1,800 and deeds 
relating to property at Bromsgrove, belonging to J. Wheeler Cross, of 
Price-street, Birmingham, and mortgaged to Joseph Adlam, of Worcester. 
Tne prisoner pleaded guilty to misappropriation of the funds of the De 
Traff rd Trust, and to converting to his own use the £1,800 in the case of 
Cross He pleaded not guilty, however, to the charges of felony preferred 
against him. The learned judge, in _— sentence, said that the 
prisoner had rightly and courageously pleaded guilty to charges of mis- 
appropriation of moneys on a somewhat large scale extending over a 
number of years. Some of the instances extend d back fifteen years; in 
one case the sum misappropriated was £2,500, and in another £1,800. It 


was impossible for a judge to overlook the prevalence of offences of this 
kind. his capacity as a judge in bankruptcy he had perhaps seen more 
of it than any other judge. Its prevalence was alarming. He could not 


overlook the fact either that the persons upon whom such frauds wére 
generally practised were not the persons who were able to say that their 
accounts were correct. They trusted their legal adviser. Everyone was 
obliged to trust a solicitor in all practical affairs of life, and it was often 
not possible for one to take any precautions against frauds of this kind. 
The solicitor had obtained this confidence by his reputation for being 
educated, wise, public-spirited, and for having the highest character and 
ability. In the present case the fraud had gone on for years by perpetual 
mistepresentation as to securities. He sentenced the prisoner to seven 
years’ penal servitude. 








Wannine to Intenpinc Hovse Purcuasers anp Lessees.—Before pur- 
Setng or renting a house; even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Co. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Telegrams: Sanitation, London. ‘Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr. ] 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota oy Regisrzans 1x ATTENDANCE OF 


Ewercescy Aprrzatu Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kexewica. Byrgyg. 

80 Mr. B. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell 
Godfrey Carrington Jackson Church 

Beal [te ee = 

Carrington ackson urch 

Jackson Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson ureh 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Parwetu. Bucx.ey. Joven, Swinvren Eapy, 
30 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr, W. Leach Mr. King 
R. Leach King Theed Farmer 
Godfrey Farmer W. Leach Church 
R. Leach King Theed Greswell 
Godfrey Farmer Ww. Theed 
R. Leach King Theed W. Leach 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 3.—Messrs H. E Fostex & Cranviz.p, at the Mart, at 2:— 
LIFE INTERES (8; 
Of two ladies aged 64 and 58, perermed pnd annum, with Policies. Solicitys, 
Messrs. Stow, Preston, & Lyttelton, London. 
Of « lady aged 64 and a gentleman aged 43 in £120 per annum, with Policy, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Bloomer, Currie, & Damian, London. 
REVERSIONS: 
To a Trust Fund, value £32,000, in Government Stock, &c.; lady aged 54, Solig. 
tors, Messra, Lawrence, Graham. & Co., Lond»n. 
To One-third of Frecholds at Bastbourne, producing £440 annum. 
T. A. Goodman, Esq.. Brighton; Messrs. Venn & Woodcock, London. 
To One-half of a Trust Fund value £4500; gentleman aged 58. Also ths Lit 
Interest of lady aged 31. Solicitors, Messrs. Douglas-Norman & (h, 


London. 
POLICIES : 
£2,000, £1,000, £500. Solicitors, Messrs, Cameron, Kemm, & Co., London; A, 
Bromley Burrows, Esq.. Ramsgate. 
advertisements, this week, back page.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazetie.—Faipay, June 20,’ 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuwirep in Caancery. 


Boppam’s Hiew Expiosives Gus Co, Limrrzep—Creditors are required, on or before July 
21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim», to 
James Fabian. 34, Nichol-s lane. Renshaw & Co, solors to liquidator 

Crostanp & Waite ey, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before August 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy &. Sewell, 
Queen Anne chmbrs, Bradford. Wright & Co, solors to liquidator 

Epwarp Pearce & Co, Limirzp —Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Gilbert Liversidge, 5, East parade, Sheffield 

Grapnuic Compenpious Cu, Liurrep— ‘reditora are required, on or before Ju'y 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Taylor 
Rogers, 65 and @6. Chancery In. Whiteluck & Storr. solors to liquidator 

JounstTonia Enoravine Co, Limrap—Peta for winding up, preseated June 18, directed 
to be heard Juiy 1 Blandeli & C», 16, Serjeant’s inn, Fieet st, for Gordon & Oo, 
Bradford, solors to petner Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’cloc: in the afternoon of June 30 

Lowxpon, !8Lz or Wicat anv Poote Steam Surppine Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before July 31, tv send th-ir nam+s and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims. to Frank K Wiffin, 14, Queen Victoria st Blackman, Gresham House, 
solor t » liquidator : 

Mersey Barce Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before July 21, to send their 
names and addre+ses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to William M, Egan, 3, 
Lord st Liverpvol 

Newey & Son, Courep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before July 2, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Walter Edgar FPowkes, Temple Courts, Temple row, Birmingham. Lane & 0, 
Birminghaa, solors to liquid stor 

Srezeca House Main Cotiignizs Co, Lumtep—Creditors are required, on or befor 
Aug 2, to send their names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to a «Ls Whitley, Temple bidgs, Keighley Spencer & Co, Keighiey, solos 
liquidator 

T. Muir Datziex & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 29, to seal 
their nsmes and addressees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mont 
Harry Moody, 60, Watiing st. Maxwell, Bishopsgate st Within, solor to liquidator 

Wass Lovetr & Co. Liurrzep—Petn for winding up, presented June 16, directed tobe 
heard July1  Mackrell & Co, 21, Cannon st, for Wragge & Co, yo ' 
to petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of June 30. 

Wves AcricuttunaL ImrLement Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 14, to end their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Prall & Co, (49, High st, Rochester : 

Yorxsnme Petroieum Ow Co, Lunatep (1m Liquipation) —Creditors are required, on ot 
before July 2, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debtsor 
claims, to Thomas Mitcheson, Union st, Heckmondwike 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Fripvay, June 13. 
East, Ropzsr, “ © nara,” Southsea, Hants, Gent July 11 Howel v East, Buckley, 
J Robinson, 2, King’s terr, Southsea 
London Gazette,—Turspay, June 17. 
Jounstox, Roszgr, Charlton st, Somers Town, Draper July 8 Bradbury & 0o¥ 
Johnston, Kekewich,J Mason & Co, Gresham st 
London Gazette,—Fuipay, June 20. 
Guan, Faas, Earlham grove, Forest Gate July 19 Gurr & Phillips v Lewis, Farwell, J 


very, 34, Finsbury pavemen’ 
Rotiason, GxoRGE Rosert, Cailcott rd, Brondesbury, Engineer July 31 Rollasony 
Rollason, Farwell, J Burnie, 165, Fenchurch st 








UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Cuatm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 13, 


Avsens, Any, Ealing July12 H-rley & Co, Finsbury pavement ? 
Anyotp, Hatt, Acton, Laundry Proprietor July 13 Buckwell & Berkeley, Brightm 
ASTLE Simos, Derby, Watchmaker July 31 Oelacombe, Derb: 
Aturaton, THomas, Widnes, Voal Merchant July 21 Peters 
Baitzey, CHarLoits, Hove July 13 Buckwell & Berkeley, Brighton 

Bisuor, Hockuey #uLey, Lordswood, Southampton July 10 Tucker & Oo, New th 


coln’s 

Bonrawick, Caartxs, Mindrum, Northumberland, Farmer July 1 Sanderson & 
Weatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 

badarnfynydd, Radnor June 22 Wooenam, Newiows 


idnes 


Baicxiey, ApELIzA Anxs, Lian 
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’ Wicax, Rosamunp DorotuEa, Dover July 11 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
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Currawess, JAMES Exnxst, Ealing July 18 Farr, New Broad st 
x, GzoncE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Margarine Importer July 29 Brown & Son, 


(CatcHESID: 
weastle upon Tyne 
qusce, WiLDERPOBOE, Southport July 31 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 


(uesruam, Mary, Horton, Bradford July 24 Stamford & Metcalf, Bradford 

(unk, ELIZABETH, Heddington, Wilts July 31 Jackson & Jackson, “Devizes 

(qucxwaLL, Gzoncz, Goldhanger, Essex, Farmer July 31 Wright, Malden, Essex 
Dows, Cxcr. Patron, Tochi, Waziristan, India July 16 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 


Dszven, the 7 Cuar.orte, Portishead, Somerset July 16 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster 


scabpraars. Norman, Kensington July 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury cir 
ixne, Jonny Francis, Guilsborough, Northampton, Farmer July 81 Sedgwick & Co, 


Watford 
Joustoxs, Tuomas, Hornsey July 12 Harley & Co, Finsbury pavement 


Joszs, WattER, Teddington July 16 Evans & Co, Nicholas lo 

@uyorp, Sanaz, Findern, Derby July 14 Bobotham & Co, Derby 

@uuutt, Mary, Laceby, Lincs July 1 Nowell & Co, Burton on Humber 

@asex, Hevzy Watkins, Clactonon Sea Sept 15 White & Son, Clacton on Sea 

Hox, Joux, Loughborough, Painter Aug1 C W & F H Toone, Loughborough 

Hisy, Josnva, Sherburn Elmet, Yorks, Farmer Sept 10 Parker & Parker, Selby 
Howanp, Witt1aM, Eccles, Draper July 10 Watson. Manchester 

Horxissox, Joun, Manchester, Civil Engineer August 1 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 
Howarp, Amos, Eccles, Commercisl Traveller July 11 Barrow & Smith, Manchester 
Booty, Ricuarp Humaty, Sandy, Beds July 16 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Borrme, Hannan, Addiscombe, Croydon July18 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 

Joss, Joun GrirriTH, Carnarvon, Auctioneer July 15 Henwood, Carnarvon 

Kine, Samvet, Elswick, nr Kirkham, Lancs July 14 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 

Kuo, Toomas, West Kensington, Greengrocer July9 Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook 
asp, Partemon, Birmingham July 31 Eggington. Birmingham 

Iacoverar, CHARLES Louis, Highworth, Wilis July 31 Spry, Middlesborough 

Lz, as Gzorce Tuomas, Old Chorlton, Kent July 12 Harley & Co, Fiosbury 


wotstuax, Witt1am, Bdgbaston, Birmingham June 24 Arnold & Son, Birmingham 
Masrzeuax, Henny, Sowerby, nr Thirsk July 26 Richardson & French, Thirsk 
Muxer, Isanztta Macponatp, Bolton July 26 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 

Pam, Rey Epuunp, Stoke Hammond, Bucks July 25 Calcott, Leighton Bussard, Bede 


Pusxmy, James Huan, Barton, Westmorland August 1 MHardisty & Co, Gt 


Marlborough st ; 
Psance, Epuuxp, South Hayling, Hants July 19 Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Portsmouth 


Pspiesvky, Ricnarp, Cambridge July 13 Hosking, Liverpool 

Prruax, Maverce Wit114M, Shaftesbury rd, Crouch Hill July 31 Prall & Co, Rochester 
Porrsr, Ricuarp, Preston Farmer July 14 Forshaw & Parker, Preston 

Bunarpsox, Witt1aM, Sheffield, General Merchant July81 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
ie, : Joseru, Skirbeck, Liacs, Farmer July 1 Nathaniel Robinson, Wigtoft, 


ee Jae AnpreEw, West Kirby, Licensei Victualler August 1 Woolcott & Co, 
es 
Sacer, Bum, Bristol July 15 Hobbs, Bristol : 


Szanzock, Tuomas, Preston Avugust1 Johnson, Wigan 

foromons, Purtir, Houndsditch June 30 Romain, Bishopsgate st Without 

Scunzr, Jane, Preston July 10 Finch & Co, Preston 

Tuoursox, Rosent, Carlton, Durham, Farmer July 15 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 


‘Witxisson, Sanan, Iron Bridge, Salop July19 Thorn-Padeey, Iron Bridge 

Wusox, Joy, Maryport, Cumberland, Yeoman July 26 Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 
Wusox, Mancaret Acnes, Streatham July 25 Robinson, Gt Marborough at 

Waiout, Gzoncr James, Stockport Aug9 McOlure & Turner, Stockport 

Yarns, Janz, Bristol July 26 Abbot & Co, Bristol 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 17, 


Arrxex, Katuenine Evizasets, Upton, Chester July 23 Yates, Southport 
Arrszy, Rosen, Reading, Book-keeper July 23 Yates, Southport 

Banker, Jostan, Todmorden, Millwright July21 Sager & Co, Todmorden 
Bazeactoucn, Cuar.es, Rochdale, Woolstapler July 31 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 
Bares, Jane, Chesterfield July 31 Gratten, Chesterfield 

Bartzy, Saran Awn, Wi'!hington, nr Manchester Aug2 Furrar & Co, Manchester 


Bryce, Reszcoa Extin Worsiey, Cribbs Causeway, nr Bristol August 5 O'Donoghue 
& Anson, Bristol 
Baerazrtox, Henry, Blackburn June 30 Rennison, B'ackburn 


Broan, Joun Turery, Southville, Bristol July 26 Wansbrough & %o, Bristol 
Baounxan, Susanna, Leicester July14 J &8. Harris, Leicester 
Bosker, Seauan, Kilburn, Meat Salesman July 14 Balfour & Co, Old Serjeant’s inn, 


U 
Borours, Wittian Heyy, Wootton, Iof W, Brick Maker Aug9 Thirkell, Ryde, I of W 
Borian, Samvuen Tuorrs, Highgate July 24 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate 
Citpen, ALynep Tuomas, Penzance Augl Bradley, Folkestone 
Cuake, Etizaserx Mountaiy, Boston, Lines July12 Staniland, Boston 
Coxetantine, OrreweLL, Burnley July Ogden, Burnley 
Dz Fox, Many Ann, Croydon July 17 Sheffield & Co, 8t Swithin’s ln 
Dosxet, Joux, Fulham rd, Coffee Merchant July 31 Bartlett, Bush In 
GoubanrH, James Water, Tunbridge Wells Aug id Robb, Tunbridge Wells 
Cm, Juviana, Hornsea, Yorks Sept 1 Middlemiss & Pearce, Kingston upon 


Gane, Louis, East Woodhay, Southampton July 26 Layton & Co, Liverpool 
Bauyy, Ancetina Rezve, Falmouth July 14 Rogers, Falmouth 

Haxpewenck, Gorrrrizp Gustave, Cavonbury Aug 21 Oliver, Finsbury pavement 
Brrmoop:Loxapats, FRaxces Exizaseta, Whitchurch, Salop July 31 Gibbons & 


Artie, Liver 
How, Joux, Wandsworth Common Sept29 Taylor & Co, Lavender hill 
Haws, Samvex, Merchant st, Bow June 80 Romain, Bishopsgate Without 
N, Save Fisuer, Sheffield July 12 Pye-Smith & Barker, Sheffield 
Laz, Beyry, Bolton, Watchmaker Avg 31 Coope, Bolton 
Los, Jauns Scansonovan, Leeds, Surgeon July 15 Bowling & Sons, Leeds 
REGOR, AMELIA, Eccleston sq Sept 29 James, Strand 





heme, Eespeaens Jane, Hogarth rd, Earl’s Court July 22 Monro & Co, Queen Vic- 
ry 


Norruam, Wiux1am, Kestral av, Herne Hill July 18 Greaves, Serjeant’s inn 

Perera, Magia, Portmansq June2 Blwuat & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

Pures, Manis Louise, Acton July 21 Fisk, Norfolk st, Strand 

Pouncy, Exrizaneru, Bournemoath July 21 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 
Provup.ove, Marcaret, Congleton June 25 Latham, Congleton 

Ross, co Daysret, Hadfield, Derby, Labourer July 12 Richards & Hurst, 
Seccemsa, Sir Taomas Lawrenoz, GCIE, KCSI, CB, Newton Abbot, Devon July 23 


8t Barbe & Co, Delahay st, Westminster 
Suerwoop, Epwarp, Yolkestone. Estate agent July 24 Bradley, Folkestone 


SxortHouse, WiLt14M, Balsall Heath, Worcester July 29 Barton & James, Birmingham 
Suit, Francis, Weston, nr Bath July 10 Gibbs, Bath 

SwaLtow, Anne, Birkdale, nr Southport July13 Scholes, Manchester 

Swa.iow, Saran Exizasera, Birkdale, nr Southport July 18 Scholes, Manchester 
THELWALL, Isasetua Emma, Malvern Link, Worcester July 21 Hardisty & Co, Gt 


Marlborough st 
Turonatp, ExvizaseTH Mancaget, Sutton Courtenay, Berks August 11 Challenor, 


Abing1 Berks 
Caenae. Heamten Welham, Notts July 26 Jones & Wells, East Retford, Notts 


Txoro.p, Mary Berriva Gzoraina, Welham, Notts July 26 Jones & Wells, East 


Retford, Notts 
Trovucutoyx, WiLL14M, Preston, Seedsman July 21 Thora & Ainsworth, Preston 


fae, See Witt1am, Eyam, Derby, Innkeeper July 28 Pye-Smith & Barker, 


Way, Joun Pater, Portsea, Hants, Surgeon July 22 Palmer, Gosport 
Winseoas, Tuomas Warp, New Milton, Hants, Horticulturist July 31 Bart lett, 


In 

es Francs, Cheltenham July 29 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 

London Gazette.—Fuipay, June 20. 

ALLAN, Witt14m, Newcastle upon Tyne Augi6 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Aypersoy. Ricuagp, Eston Junction, nr South Bank, Yorks, Mechanisal Engineer July 
26 Evans, Walsall ‘ 

Sanvenn, Segue Finchley rd, 8t John’s Wood July 19 Scadding & Bodkia, Gordon 

Boveere, Cnantzs Jase Flixton, Lancs, Commission Agent July 31 Fowden & Co, 

Benson, eae, Leighton rd, Kentish Town July 28 Yarde & Loader, Raymond 
bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Bice, Jouy, Barnes, Stationer July 21 Fawcett, New Broad st 

Broventox, Joun, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer July 21 Evans, Walsall 

Brown, Joun Dosis, Kingswood, Warwick, Warehouseman Aug2 Eaden, Birmingham 

Burrerworta Rosext, Brooklands, Chester July 12 Banks & Co, Heywood 

Catvest, Henny, Preston July 21 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Catvert, JonaTHaN, Halifax June28 Barrett, Halifax 

Cuance, James Heney, London st, Fitzroysaq July 20 Lithgow, Wimpole st 

Cueyney, Lp Ladbroke grove, North Kensington July 21 Web> & Co, Argyll st, 
Regent st 


ConsTANTINE, OTTEWELL, Burnley July 5 Ogden, Burnley 

CorrrE.., Henny, Stratford, Watchmaker July 18 Watson, Finsbury circus 
Crawrorp, CHaRces, Chester, Art Dealer July 17 Sharpe & Co, Chester 

Dawson, Anna, Folkestone July 31 Renshaw & Co, Suffolk ln 

Dixon, Many, Newcastle upon Tyne July 30 Brown & Son, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Driver, Rouies, Southampton, Timber Merchant Augi Stanton & Co, Southampton 
Evans, Mancanret, Glaslyn, Penrhos Garnedd, nr Bangor Aug19 Jones, Bangor 

ae Joun ALBERT, Brixton hill, Solicitor July24 J A& H E Farnfield, Lower 


‘hames st 
Firrox, Wri14M, Rochdale, Wool Salesman July 21 Holland, Rochdale 


Gaz, Franoss, Clifton, ar Bristol Aug2 Jones & Co, Leeds 
Gnawa, Queenas Heyny, Hobart, Tasmania Aug 15 Pennington & Son, Linocoln’s inn 


Greaves, Janz, Bakewell, Derby July 28 Bird & Co, Gray’s inn 

Hangison, Tuomas, New Brighton, Chester July 20 Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Hu, Joux, York, Boat Owner Augi Cobb & Son, York 

Hitt Rosa Hamitton, Kentish Town July 30 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 
Hierzet, Anraugs Franois, London Wall, Merchant Aug 31 Thorne & Welsford, 


Gracechurch st 
Horroy, THomas Owrswairs, Chislehurst Sept 1 Ashley & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 


Iavine, James, Gray’sinnrd Augil Ward & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Jarvis, Ricuarp, Beckenham July 17 Sayle & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Lovausorover, E.izasets, Hartlepool Juane30 Bell, West Hartlepool 

Lockett, Joun Augil Redfern & Hunt, Abchurch In 

Luckie, Atrrep, Maldon, Cattle Dealer July 21 Crozon, Hazeleigh, Essex 

Maclver, Cuaries, Waterloo, Lancs, Merchant July 31 Dobell & Bagshaw, Liverpool 
May, Joun Henry, Bedale, Yorks, Narseryman June 23 Render, Harrogate 

Meroatre, James Ratve, Swinton, nr Masham, Yorks, Gardener July 7 Rend:r, 


Harrogate 
Ovey. Bickarp, Henley on Thames Augi1 G & A Marshall, New sq. Lincoln’s ian 
Owen. Puiwir, Kensal Rise July 81 Bickley & Lynex, Birminghan 
Parrripes, Mary Exvizasera, 8t Leonard’s on Sea July 3) Allen & Son. Carlisle st, 


Soho 8q 
Peacock, Resecoa, Spalding July 21 Mossop & Mossop, Holbeach, Lincs 
Perniam, esse Cusenm, Budleigh Salterton, Devon, Grocer July 2) Baker & Son, 


rton 
Preros, Susannan, Pinby, Surrey July19 Whesaler, Bucklersbury 
Ruopes, Exizasern, East Liss, Hants Aug 20 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 
Roppewie, Lupwie Wiiu1aM, Sheffield July 17 Auty & Sons, Sheffield 
Ro.tivson, Sanaz, Laneham, Notts Aug12 Mee & Co, Retford 
Rosser, Amy, St James, Jamaica July 81 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 
Row anp, Fraxcas Porrsr, West Didsbury Sept18 Hart Dyke, Lancaster pl 
Rumpsxiy, Loursa Tarresa, Cliftonville, Margate July 18 Boys, Margate 
Say, Joun, Churchi.l, Somerset, Spirit Merchant Augi Wood, Wrington, Somerset 
Tay.on, Henny, Nottiogham, Coal Merebant July 17 Barber, Nottingham 
Tows, Brxsauin, Keighley, Yorks, Butcher Aug 10 Naylor & Cass, Keigh'ey 
Tavman, Josuua, Erdington, Warwick, Insurance Agent July 8 Thomas & Co, Bir- 


mi gham 
Unwix, Pexerors Leste, Hythe, Southampton July 16 Upton & Co, Aus in Friars 
Wa iwork, Jonx, Audenshaw, Lancs, Mill Manager July 12 Richards & Hurst, Ashton 





Mactauans, Wittiam, Florence, Itely Aug 11 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 





under Lyne 
Wisox, Peres, Roby, Lancs July 16 Gorst, Liverpool 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 17, 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Apranam. JoszpnH, Bristol, "oap Maker Bristol Adjud 
April 8, 1680 Annul June 6, 1902 

Tompson, ‘Hewry Lancpae, Harrogate, Yorks, Stationer 

and Newsagent York Adjad April i8 Annul June 10 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 20, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Away, Petes, gt Master Mariner Cardiff Pet 
Janel+ Ord June 1 
— = Joun Lester, eeeantis, Solicitor Rochester Pet 
June18 Ord June 18 
Anprew, Watters, Falmouth, Licensed Victual’ er 
Truro Pet Junel? Ord June 17 
Baitey, Freperxicx Cuaries. Walworth, Greengrocer 
igh Court Pet Juvei7 Ord June 17 
Baxer, Witu1am, Puntardawe, Painter Aberavon Pet 
Jue 17 Ord June 17 
Bakes, Witu1am Heyry, Newport, Tobacconist Ne wport 
Pet June i7 Ord June 17 
Batutarp Epwarp Artuur, ition Building Contractor 
Worcester Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
BEARDSELL, Leoxagp Francis, Merton, nen, Commer- 
aveller Wandsworth Pet June 17 Ord 
June 17 
Seome, = Gon C E, Jermyn st, St James’s High Court 
May 26 Or! Jane 17 
ame. James, Todmorden, Plasterer Burnley Pet June 
17 Ord Jave 17 
Bienxixsop, James, Waterloo, nr Blyth. Northumberland, 
Fruit Merchant Newcastle cn Tyne Pet June 16 
Ord June 16 
Cuarke, Freperick WIL.iam, meet nam, 
Butcher Darby Pet June16 Od June 1 
Cox, Bexsamin Simron. and Joszra Cox, Dua’ ey Port, 
Tipton, Builders Dudley Pet May 28 Ord June 17 
Daw, CuaruEs Francis, Moseley, Commission Agent Bir- 
mipgham Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Exe.t, Eransst Oaxpey, Lymm, Cheshire. Commercial 
Tra Warrington Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Foutxes, Epwaro. Colwyn Bay, Builder Bangor Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 
Garver, Wittiam Henry, ee. vy; em, Labourer 
Coventry Pet Junelé Ord 
Grivrin, Jonny, Southport, Fiorist iedend Pet May 29 
Ord June 16 
Hanpte, James, Fenton, Staffs, Collier Stoke upon Trent 
Pet June i6 Oxd June 16 
Hoxrum, Groner, Dover, Teacher of Music Canterbury 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Houcues, Cuaries, Dudl+ PL Worcester, Carter Dudley Pet 
June lé Ord June 
Ixttinecwortn, Epwarp, inde Manchester, Draper 
ter Pet May 81 Orda June 16 
Joxas, Jutius, Upper bg + Traveller Wandsworth 
Pet June 16 _Ord June 1 
Kina, Gzoras, Rochester, G | Contracter Rochest 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Law, Wituam T, Flsenham, Essex Hertford Pet Feb 
19 Juae 14 
Lewis, Exoca, eee Butcher Wolverhampton 
Pet June 16 Ord June 1 
Leryanon, James Epwarp, ane Commercial! Traveller 
Swans:a Pet Junel7 Ord June 17 
McAsxe.t, Auian, Scarborough, Conjurer Scarborough 
ae June i6 Ord June 16 
CKRELL, CHARLES ArTHuRB, Forcst Hill Greenwich 
Pet Merch 15 Ord June i 3 
Martin, Wittiam Ercuzs, Conistorough, Yorks, Draper 
= eg yh Lg tm 1s O1d ed 
ILES, — er’ rd, ita Builder h 
Court Pet May 27 Ord J June 1 Hig 
Moorz, Cuarntes Worthing, Carpenter's Assistant 
Brig) Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Bicuarps, Water lawnmane,. Angle, Pembroke, 
Labourer Pembroke Dock Pet Junei7 Ord June 17 
Senior, Tuomas, es Insurance Agent Barnsley Pet 
s June6 Ord — ~ 
MITH, ALFRED Goppzn Dowrend, _ Mining Engineer 
Bristol Pet May 17 Ord June 17 — 
BSraR.inG, Freperick, Handsworth, Hating house Keeper 
Birmingham Pct June1é Ord June 
Tomiinson, James Grorce, Derby, oatian Derby Pet 
Jure17 Ord June 17 
bee Ricuarp, Biighton Brighton Pet May 31 Ord 





ma Fraxcis pommagent, Builder Piymouth Pet 
June18 Ord June 1 
ager oe eee 
’ ' ea 
Wenekane. — ph ge a hei 
Liverpool Pet Juneis Ord June 18 
Coe Sore hee, S Warwick, Builder Birmingham 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 23: 


Tanpy, Toomas, Newport, Greengrocer Ni 
Pet May 21 Ord May iil “a ” sie oes 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apamsoy, AxpaEw Grorce, Acton B 28 at 11 Off 
95, 1 chmbrs, 


ALBAN, a Hayey, Beige, fear, - emepmen 
2ati2 The Shirchall, Cheimstord 7 


Atay, Pzrzr, Porthcawl, Gleam, Master Mariner July 4 
at 9.30 117, aS st, Cardiff 
Anprrson, Enyest, 


— June 30 at 2 
The Angle Hotel, Ton! Toubri 
Barter, Freperick CHaRuEs, Walworth, Greer grocer 
July 8at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
Baxer, Witu1am Hewry. Newport. I W. Tobacconist 
July 7 at 230 19, Quay st. Newport, I 
Bertie, Hon O E Jermyn st, St James’s July 4 at 12 
Bankrup‘ cy bldge Carey st 
Ree, Jauus. Woteriee, or Blyth, Northumberland, 
Merchant June 30 at 11.30- Off Rec, 30, Mosley 
at, are @castie on Tyne 
Bopsx, Ema Otrver Leicester, Grocer June 80 at 12 30 
Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Brooxer, Gzorce Marx. Chichester. Hawker July 3 at 8 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
—. ARTEUR, Lovgiendale, “heshire, Accountant 
2at230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Bue ILLIAM JAMES Burnie Beeston Hill, Leeds, Goods 
Porter Julyiati12 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Fueronus, Bicuarp Jamzs, Union st. Borough, Bope 
Desler July 3 at 12 Bankru otey bldgs, Mb agg Sed 
Garver, Wittiam Henry, Fillongley, Warwick, ourer 
June 2atil Off Rec, 17. Hertford et Covent: 
GirpLEston®, THomas Jacos, Heigham, Norwich, Plasterer 
June 30at 1 Off Rec, 8, Kine st. Norwich 
Hopsox, Joun Tuomas Coalville, Leicester, Hairdresser 
July 1atil Off Reo, 47, Full st, Derby 
Hotty. Fraxx. Winton, Bournemouth _ June 28 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st. Salisbu 
Jouyx, Tomas Ricuarp, Pembroke, Fiennel Merchant 
July 11 at 12.45 Temp2rance Hall, Pembroke de 
Kine, Gores, Rochester, General Contractor July 7 
1215 1165, ‘High at, Rochester 
Lewis Joun. New Tredegar, Grocer June 30 at 3 135, 
High st, Merthyr T; dfil 
Lirrterroup, Atrrep Cranworth, Norfolk, Grocer June 
28at12380 Off Rec, 8, King st. No rwich 
Liorp, THomas, Frawors Tuomas Luoyp, and Haroip 
JoszPx Luoyp, Burslem, Stsffs, Cratemakers July 1 
at 1130 Off Res, Newsastle un’er Lyme 
Pirzr 8 Grorez, Bexhill, Builder July 4 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Purryam, Joun, Brady st, Whitechapel, Saddler July 4 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Cumees, Wittiam ottaro, Sandwich. Kent, Builder 
July 3at 330 Fleur de Lya Hotel, Savdwich 
SLater, CHARLES, Grove rd, Marylebone, Coal Merchant 
July 2 at it Bantruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Srorrorp, Witreip 8, Brook st July7at12 Bankrup‘cy 
bldge, Carey st 
Tuomas, GrorcE Lewis, Pembroke, Blacksmith July 11 
at 12.30 Temperance Hal!. Pembroke Dock 
TorLowsky, Jsrasu Puriip, Nettingham, Lace Merchant 
July Lat 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st. Nottingham 
Truman, Ropert Banox, Aldermenbury blégs, Mantle 
Maker July2ati2 Bankro ‘arev 
Vanizy, Ricnarp, Brighton July 8 at 10 "80 Of | Ree, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Br'ghton 
Watxertey, Danizt Coarntes WYewmarke'’, Builder July 
1at230 The White Hart Hotel. Newmarket 
Wairsoak, Wituiam Situ. Bradford, Tea Seams 
Jaly lat‘'1 Off Rec, $1, Manor row. Br 
Witsox, Joszrn, Sale, Chesbire, Bricklayer July 2at3 
Off Rec, Byrcm s‘, Manchester 
Woor, Jony, Fa'wood, nr Preston, ——_ Dealer June 
30 at 11 Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, P resto 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALExanpeB, Woolwich, Builder High Court Pet April 
17 Ord June 16 

Au.ay, Peres, Porthcawl, Master Mariner Cardiff Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Anprew, Watrer, Falmouth, Licensed Victualler Truro 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

AxypreEws, Joan ha ig a The Hotel Cecil High Court 
Pet April 23 Ord June 17 

AsTFALCK, CHARLEs, Coventry, Hairdresser Coventry Pet 
June il2 Ord June 18 

Baitey, Freprrick Cuarizs, Wal: orth, Greengrocer 
High Court Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Baker, Witttam, Pontardawe, Glam, Paioter, Neath and 
Aberayon Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Baxer, Witi1am Henay, Newport, I W, Tobacconist 
Ne Pet June 17 Ord June 1 

a Lzonargp Francis, in Surrey, Com- 
— Traveller Wandsworth Pet June 17 Ord 

une 

Buacka, a Todmorden, Builder Burnley Pet June 
7 June 1 

Buieyxrxsop, J ad Waterloo, nr Blyth, Northumberland, 
i ~~ wee Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 16 

June 1 





Cunt eee Samvue., Smethwick, Staffs, Brassworter 
West Bromwich Pet May 80 Ord June 13 

Craeke, Freperick Wituam, Hockley, Birmingham, 
Butcher Derby Pet June16 Od June 6 

Exe.tt. Ernest Oaxpen, Lymm, Cheshire, cial 


Cogenees, A.exanpen Grrrorp, Reading, Dealer ig 
g Pet May 26 ‘Ord June i6 

Jaconsoy,. Asranam Natuay, Gt Portland st,|House Agent 
High Court Pet April 265 Ord June 17 

Jonas, Jutivs. Uoper Tooting, Traveller Wandsworth 
Pet Jane 16 Ord June 16 

Kiva, Groner, Rochester Gant Contractor Rochester 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Kuicut, Tuomas Woop, Chichester, Farmer Brighton 

- Pet Jane12 Ord June 18 

Lewis, Exocn. Mh mn Butcher Wolverhampton 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

McAsxett, Atay, +: Conjurer Scarborough 
Pet June 16 Ord June 1 

Masatix, Witt1am Eroues, eS Yorks, Draper 
Sheffield Pet June18 Ord Juana: 18 

Moors Cuarues, Worthing, Carpenter’s Assistant Brighton 
Pet June17 Ord June 18 

Moss, Vernon Aveustus, Sutton ae Estate Agent 
Birmingham Pet May 14 Ord June l 

Purrnam. Joun, Brady st, Whitechapel, “saddler High 
Court Pet May 22 Ord June 16 

Sragtinc, Freperick Wandsworth, Eatieg house Keeper 
Birmingham Pet June16 Ord June 16 

TickLte Griipert Youna, Preahfield. Lancs, Saw Mill Pao 
prietor Liverpool! Pet May 28 Ord June 17 

Tomiivson. James ane Derby, Publican Derby Pet 
June17 Ord June 1 

Tortowsky, Isragu ll Nottingham. Lace Merchant 
Nottingham Pet June3 Ord June 18 

Truman, Rosert Harowp, Aldermanbury bldgs Mantle 
Maker High Court Pet June ti Ord June 16 

Watxer, Rosert. Northwood, Draper Windsor Pe 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Weaver. Waiter Newtown Wont y, Ionkeep 
Newtown Pet June9 Ord June 16 

Wuirtoak, Wiiuram Suita, Bradf rd, Tea Canvasser 
Bradford Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Wiiuiamsox, James, Livervool, Provision Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Witsoy, Josrrn, Sale. Chss>ire, Bricklayer Manchester 
Pet June 13 Ord Juve 16 

Waricut, Witi1am, Barnsley, Draper Barnsley Pet May 
24 Ord June 16 


Amended notice substituted for that : Teen in the 
London Gazette of March 


Hevsert, Freperio pe Courcy, ae High Court 
Pet Jan9 Ord March 11 


Amended notics substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 13 : 


Brayngy, Ezra, Swansea, Fancy Dealer Swansea Pet 
June Ord June 9 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Rew, Vernos Borreritt, Leeds, Postmaster Leeds 
Adjnd June 9, 1900 Annul June 9, 1902 

Syxes, Henry, Leeds, Professor of Music Leeds Adjud 
Oct 19, 1898 Annul June 9, 1902 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soricrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE: 
Soricrrors’ JOURNAL, £1 6s, ; by post, £1 8s. 
WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 63. ; by post, £1 8s. 
SoniciToRs’ JOURNAL and WEEKLY 
REPORTER, £2 128., post-free. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; hal 
law cal*, 5s. 6d. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 
For the benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors i in the 
Metropolis and Vicinity. 
InstITUTED 1817. 
Supported by Life opin pone eeebeniptions and by 


This Association andar of f Solicitors residing and prac- 
a the Metropolis or within the Bills of Mortality, and 
ay are (amo; others 
‘o grant relief to the Widow and Children of any 
Member, or if none, then to other relatives 
: dent on him for support. 








Traveller Warrington Pet June 16 Ord = 16 
—_ J ~4 Sutton, Builder Croydon Pet April 19 Ord 


PE Bicuarp James, Union st, Borough, Rope 
Dealer High Court Pet Junei4 O.d June 18 

Garner, Wittiam Hevey, Fillon mgley, Warwick, Labourer 
Coveotry Pct June16 Ord 

Giss, Warten, West Kirby, Choahive Birkenhead Pet 
April3 Ord June 18 


Giuson, ALrreD, Hampton Hill, Builder Kingston 
Sarrey Pet May 22 Ord June 18 4 


Hatt, Cuaries, Hoyland, Yorks Barnsley Pet Feb 18 


Ord June 18 
cae James, Fenton, Staffs, Collier Stoke upon Trent | 
1 


et June i6 Ord June 16 
THEODOR ALBERT, Finsbury pavement, 


Heout, CaBi 
Merchant High Court Pet April12 Ord June 18 


Hueues, Cuaaies, Dudley, Oarter Dudley Pet June 16 
Ord June 16 ; 





renewed at the Offices 


The relief afforded last year amounted to £1,105. 
A subscription of One Guinea per annum constitutes a 
Member, and a payment of Ten Guineas membership for 


life. 
Application to be made to the Sosoresse, E, Evelyn 
Barron, 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Loffdun, W.C. 


( YUARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 

Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Ca; ital, £2,000,000. 
Cuarnman—Hon. Evetyy Husparp. 
Deruty-CHainman—Ropericx Pryor, Esq. 
Vicze-CuarnMan—EpwarD Norman, Esq. 

Fire Policies which —_ at MIDSUM “ER should be 
of the Company, or with the Agents, 
on or before the 9th day of JULY. 
Manager of Fire Department—A. J. Revron. 
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